: 
E 
S 


i 


NT 











x 
= 
a 
= 
> 
< 
? 


OF 


OUR LADY 


(Our Lady’s Tenderness) 














THE EASTERN CHURCHES 
QUARTERLY 


(Continuation of Eastern Churches Number of ‘Pax’, 
founded 1931) 





Vout. X WINTER 1953 No. 4 





A MARIAN YEAR 


OPE PIUS x11, in an Encyclical Letter entitled Fulgens 

Corona, dated 8th September 1953, has proclaimed a 

Marian Year to mark the first centenary of the definition 

of the dogma of the Immaculate Conception of Our Lady. 

During the course of 1954 we will devote a special issue of 

the E.C.Q. to this subject. Here we will but quote one 
paragraph from the pope’s letter :— 


“We call on those who are separated from us by ancient 
schism, and whom none the less we love with paternal 
affection, to unite in pouring forth their joint prayers and 
supplications, knowing full well how greatly they venerate 
the Mother of Jesus Christ and celebrate her Immaculate 
Conception. May the same Blessed Virgin look down on all 
those who are proud to call themselves Christians, and who, 
being united at least by the bond of charity, humbly raise 
to her their eyes, their minds and their prayers, implorin 
that light which illumines the mind with heavenly rays, im 
begging for that unity in which at last may be one fold and 
one shepherd.’ 

We will add some description of the frontispiece that has 
been chosen for the occasion. 

Professor Talbot Rice tells us! that this eikon of Our Lady 
of Vladimir dates at least from the mid-eleventh century. He 
attributes ittoa Constantinopolitan and not a Russian workshop. 
It must have been taken from Constantinople to Kiev in the 
twelfthcentury.In 1155 it was carried from Kiev to Vladimir. At 
the end of the fourteenth century the eikon was transferred 
to Moscow in the Cathedral of the Assumption at the Kremlin. 


Xaipe NUpon avupgeute. 
(Hail, thou Bride unwedded.) 


1 Russian Icons by David Talbot Rice. 








‘SOBORNOST’ OR PAPACY? 
Il. THE CATHOLIC IDEA OF THE PAPACY 


HIS summary analysis of the Vatican Council has 

been enough to show, we believe, that the definition 

of the pontifical prerogatives has changed nothing 

of the organic conception of the Church and in 
particular of the collegiate constitution of the ecclesiastical 
hierarchy. 

What, then, about the suggestion that it has modified the 
proper method of government and of the function of the 
ecclesiastical magisterium and has engaged the Catholic and 
Roman Church in a course which is progressively alienating 
her from the dissident communities ? A quibble which is 
i ently found among non-Catholics must first be dealt 
with. It is too often suggested that the Constitution ‘Pastor 


aeternus’ is an attempt to give an authentic and solemnly 
ratified description of the structure of the Church. In fact, 
it reveals only a single aspect of it, important, certainly, but 
by no means the whole: one might as reasonably define a 
body with reference only to the head, and then proceed to 
ask for an explanation of its physical activity. Faced with 


the immense task which lay before them,** the Fathers 
embarked upon one point only of the dogmatic constitution 
of the Church, choosing that which seemed to them to be 
the most urgent, having regard to the sad experience of the 
past. One must keep in mind the atmosphere produced by a 
continuation of the Gallican error, which was constantly 
tenacious right up to the nineteenth century ; by the conciliar 
theories resulting from the great schism of the West; and 
above all by Jansenism and the long quarrel about the 
‘Augustinus’, in order to understand the well-founded nature 
of the Vatican definitions. In fact, it may well be considered 
that the Fathers of the council did an excellent piece of work 
in the space of a few months in erecting a definitive barrier 
against these errors. But a line of railings is not the same 
thing as the roadway whose boundary it exists to mark ; and 


** Pius IX set up no less than six commissions with the responsibility 
of preparing sections on dogma, discipline, Oriental affairs, religious, 
relations with States, and ceremonial. the Dictionnaire de Théologie 
Catholique, article ‘Vatican (concile du)’, Vol. XV, col. 2537 ; Granderath 
op. cit., Vol. I, chap. vi, p. 73 sq. 
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after having thus established one of the boundaries, it still 
remained to the Church to indicate the other extreme, in 
order that the width of the roadway might appear. The 
council, like so many of its predecessors, did not have the 
time to finish its work—and in any case it was not dissolved 
but prorogued. Meanwhile, the Church marches on, keepin 

to the middle of the road ; and it is this central and habitua 
direction that must be considered in order to form an exact 
idea of her equilibrium and normal position. 

To read only the Vatican decrees, a dissident might imagine 
that the Church militant is governed simply by one ukase 
after another emanating from Rome, and that she is taught 
similarly by an uninterrupted series of infallible definitions. 
This wildly over-military conception would be enough to 
make any Catholic laugh, if there was not even more reason 
for him to be saddened by it at the incomprehension which 
it shows about the Catholic community. 

The flock of Christ is led jointly by the pope and the bishops. 
The local churches, grouped in provinces and nations are 
its integrating parts, and they possess a real autonomy under 
the vigilance of their respective pastors, and maintain within 
the bosom of the whole their own particular features, bearin 
witness to the diversity and the variety of the Catholic 
tradition. The task of the central power is to ensure their 
co-ordination, to promote their effective co-Uperation for 
the common good, and to maintain ceaselessly alive, in the 
face of all particularisms, the unity of the faith and the 
consciousness of their Catholicity. 

With the exception of questions of general interest in 
which it is competent—and in a unified world in which every 
local event reacts speedily upon the equilibrium of the whole 
they are likely to more numerous than in the past—the 
central authority intervenes only with reserve in the domestic 
affairs of dioceses, as can be exemplified from more than one 
contemporary example.*’ 

The definition of the ordinary and immediate jurisdiction 
of the Sovereign Pontiff over the entire Church has therefore 
changed nothing in the situation from what it was before, 


87 To quote, among others, the case of the professors at Boston, who 
were condemned by their archbishop for reproducing the error of St 
Cyprian on the question of salvation through the Church, and who appealed 
about it to Rome. The Holy Office wisely returned the matter to the 
archbishop to deal with (see Schweizer Rundscheu, December 1949, p. 601). 
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as was made clear by Mgr Zinelli.** The same collegiate 
spirit reigns as before in the exercise of the pontifical 
magisterium. Definitions ex cathedra ate rare. In the course 
of a century, the definitions of the two dogmas of the 
Immaculate Conception and of the Assumption of the Blessed 
Virgin, far from being the effect of any abrupt intervention 
of the Holy See, in both cases but gave the final point to a 
wide enquiry, revealing the unanimous agreement of the 
ordinary magisterium of the bishops. 

Whatever the Orthodox may say, the Vatican definition 
has not revolutionized the structure of the Church: it has 
simply clarified the solidity of its institutional mechanism in 
the light of the crises through which it has passed with the 
object of averting them in the future. It is not to be denied 
that these crises have helped the Church to consider objectivel 
the revealed truths which are contained in the deposit of faith 
and handed down by Tradition, but the dogmas of the 
universal Primacy and the infallibility of the Sovereign 
Pontiff were not the mere result of a human defensive reaction 
against Gallicanism or Jansenism: these were simply the 
occasion of the gaining of a better understanding of the 
divine plan of the work of the Church, which plan is to be 
found in the revealed texts and in the facts of Tradition, which 
express the Church’s faith. In the fourth century, it was not 


the heresy of Arius which created the homoousios, it simply 
provided the impulse for a dogmatic development which 
was by no means a corruption of the revealed deposit, but 
was in fact simply a more precise determination of the doctrine 
about the divinity of Christ, of which St Justin, in his day, 


38 ‘Nullo modo turbemur ne in regimine particularium ecclesiarum .. . 
oriatur confusio. Certe, si Summus Pontifex, sicut habet ius peragendi 
quemcumque actum proprie episcopalem in quacumque dioecesi, se ut ita 
dicam multiplicaret et quotidie, nulla habita ratione episcopi, ea quae 
ab hoc sapienter determinarentur, destrueret, uteretur non in aedifi- 
cationem, sed in destructionem sua potestate. At quis ne per somnium 
quidem cogitare potest tam absurdam hypothesim ?’ (Mansi. Vol. LIT, 
col. 1105). 

*® The Holy Father took care to underline this explicitly in the Bull 
Munificentissimus : ‘Haec singularis catholicorum Antistitum et fidelium 
conspiratio . .. cum concordem Nobis praebeat ordinarii Ecclesiae magisterti 
doctrinam concordemque christiani populi fidem ... idcirco per semet 
ipsam ac ratione omnino certa ab omnibusque erroribus immuni 
manifestat eiusmodi privilegium veritatem esse a Deo revelatam .. .’ 
(A.A.S., 1950, p. 755.) The proclamation of the dogma by the Sovereign 
Pontiff, surrounded by an imposing body of bishops, showed symbolically 
his union with the Sobornost in the very exercise of his prerogative 
of personal infallibility. 
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had been quite incapable. This development was not 
miraculously halted in the eleventh century, but continues 
to bring forth the nourishing fruits of the life of faith of 
the Church militant, in its march towards the beatific vision. 

We will not attempt to show here how the new definitions 
are well-founded in and in accord with the living tradition 
of the first centuries. Sufficient excellent work has been done 
to provide in the field of history testimony of the existence of 
a real universal primacy of jurisdiction of the bishop of 
Rome and of a consciousness in the Catholica of a quite 
peculiar orthodoxy attached to his see, of which the personal 
infallibility of the pontifical magisterium is a natural 
clarification. One remark does seem to be necessary. When 
the Hieromonk Sophrony, echoing Protestant“ or Orthodox 
insinuations, sees in the origin of the papacy a survival of the 
Roman Empire, he seems to us to be jumping at a shadow. 
The bishops of Rome of the first three centuries, who passed 
a great deal of their time in the catacombs, marble quarries 
or salt mines, would scarcely have been trying to imitate the 
secular power which was persecuting them—but they did 
exercise a spiritual power, which was generally recognized 
and which they thought of as inherent in the see of Peter. 
Neither Pope Victor in the second century, threatening to 
cut off certain Churches in Asia Minor from the Catholic 
communion, nor Pope Stephen in the following one, giving 
judgement about heretic baptisms, was a Roman potentate ; 
they were pastors, conscious of their responsibility and ful- 
filling it with an energy which some certainly wished was 
more moderate. The complaints which sometimes arose as a 
result of their actions were not concerned with their rights, 
but rather with the manner in which they exercised them. 

That later on, in the middle ages, the popes of Rome may 
have adopted a position and a psychology belonging more 
to the Byzantine Emperors than to the humble successors 
of the fisherman of Galilee, is in no sense evidence against 

*° Not to guote Catholic works, of which the dissidents will doubt the 
reliability, Cf. the fundamental work of the Protestant E. Caspar, Geschichte 
des Papstums, Vol. I, Tiibingen, 1930 and (more recently) of the Anglican 
T. G. Jalland, The Church and the Papacy, London, 1946. 

“ For a famous—and picturesque—example, see Hobbes, Leviathan, 
chap. xlvii. 

“ One may recall the address of St Jerome to Pope Damasus: ‘A sacerdote 
victima salutem, a pastore praesidium ovis flagito. Facessat invidia ; 
romani culminis recedat ambitio : cum successore piscatoris et discipulo 
crucis loqguor—Ego nullum primum, nisi Christum, sequens, Beatitudini 
tuae, ie—cathedrae Petri, communione consocior. Super illam petram 
aedificatam Ecclesiam scio’. (Ep. 15 ad Damasum, P.L. XXII, 355.) 
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the divine origin of their power. This must be constantl 
borne in mind; and the claims of the Sovereign Ponti 
cannot and must not be judged in the light of the ambitions 
of the patriarchs of Constantinople. Errors, alas, are long- 
lived ‘hes they lend support to age-old emotional complexes. 
Only an atmosphere of ce oodwill can help our 
Orthodox brethren to rediscover through the falsifications 
of history this true vision of the papacy,** and to gain a 
glim se of the divine intention when Christ chose Peter as 
the leader of the Apostolic College and its immovable 
foundation. 

Having in mind the sad conditions of the present day, the 
division of the world, and the unfortunate confusion of 

litical and religious motives, can it be said that there is any 

ope of success ? We have seen above the absolute rejection 
of the ‘papalist’ principle by the Hieromonk Sophrony in his 
conception of Sobornost. For my own part I incline to the 
belief that this rejection is the result of a preconceived and 
undiscussed position, for which a dogmatic foundation has 
been sought ; and I do not consider the latter to be any more 
solid than the former is reasonable. 

That the doctrine of the Church is closely linked to that 
of the Trinity, as for that matter to the Incarnation, is very 
readily conceded ; in fact we have seen as much stated in the 

reface to the Vatican Constitution where the unity of the 

oly Church and that of the Holy Trinity are explicitly 
related to each other. But it does not follow from this that 
the analogy is valid for the Church in all its aspects, and 
especially those which are contingent, such as is the con- 
stitution of autocephalous Churches, which Sophrony 
considers as distinct hypostases, bearers of the unique ‘essence’ 
of the Church. This is valid only in the order of the end 
which the Church is pursuing, and not in that of the means 
which she employs towards this end. We mean it is valid 
of the building up of the Kingdom of God, already immanent 
in this world, in which all participate with the equal dignity 
of sons of God in the unity of a single mystical Body (order 
of persons), which is the reality of the Church in the service 

** The admirable example of our Holy Father Pope Pius XII is such 
as to make this possible : it is impossible, without insincerity, to deny his 
deep consciousness of being the support of his brethren, when one thinks 
of his prompt and courageous interventions in favour, for example, of 
Mgr Stepinac, or Mindszenty : to make an attempt upon the dignity 


or the liberty of a bishop of the Catholic Church, is to be brought face 
to face with the full significance of the pope’s Office. 
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of which the institutional element ‘orms its functions. The 


institutional element is inseparable here below from the 
Kingdom, and is the bearer of the means of grace, willed by 
Christ and instituted by Him as the extension of His Incarnation 
(order of means). 

In this institutional order, which is the particular constitution 
of the Church militant, the Orthodox theologian will be in 
grave difficulty in applying the principle of juridical equality 
without reserve to all parts of the Church, without sacrificing 
as do the Protestants, the imprescribible rights of the divine 
hierarchy. We are on surer ground if we confine ourselves 
to Scripture and follow St Paul in describing the universal 
and visible Church in terms of an organic body : while having 
the same essential dignity as beneficiaries ‘in solidum’ of the 
common inheritance of the whole body, the different parts 
have specific functions which are ranged in order according 
to the nature of the mission which is entrusted to them. 
It is the head which commands and it is for the members to 
obey ; and if it is true that the hierarchy is in itself a multiplicity, 
it is no less true that it has been endowed with a principle of 
unity which ensures its cohesion in concord, and by which unity 
can be imposed where necessary in the name of Christ for 
the good of the whole. To abandon this precious unity for 
the free and spontaneous agreement of bishops equal in 
rights, is to presume too much upon human weaknes; and 
to introduce irremediably into the one body of Christ a 
polycephaly which is the origin of all schisms, as the lessons 
of history have shown only too well. 

What prevents the Orthodox from seeing the necessity of 
the Primacy as the foundation and guarantee of the hierarchy, 
is not so much insurmountable historical difficulties as a 
certain conception of the jurisdictional power. The Orthodox 
considers his bishop less as a hierarch than as a high priest ; 
not above all as the representative of Christ exercising powers 
in His name, but as the mediator of the faithful people before 
God. In the power of their order, all bishops are equal, and 
jurisdiction is only considered in them in the light of their 
sacramental function to which it is normally and ordinarily 
linked. It is not surprising that, as a result of the confusion 
of these two powers, clearly distinguished according to the 
Roman conception, Orthodox theology makes hardly any 
differentiation between pastors endowed by the same title: 
with a charismatic office. 
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This idea is closely linked in their minds with their notion 
of the Church, the mystical Body of Christ and the Kingdom 
of God anticipated here below, in which the visible and 
external aspect of society is less important than that of the 
community of grace which it bears within itself and which 
it exists to proclaim among men. This union of all men in 
Christ, essential as it is—as Pius XII has opportunely recalled 
in his encyclical Mystici ee ae however, be 
realized except through the mediation of a visible and social 
institution, whose unifying and regulating action is as 
indispensable to the salvation of the whole Body, as the 
sacramental order is to that of each of its members. A further 

int is that any assimilation of the Church to the State with 
its external juridical authority is particularly repugnant to 
the Slav mystique. A recent example of this can be seen in 
the article by Sophrony : after having recalled that the principle 
of autocephaly, essential in his view to Sobernost, does not 
exclude the possibility of a single administrative centre being 
set up to co-ordinate the life of the Churches, he adds: 
‘however, this could never under any circumstances take the 
form of an “infallible” Vatican, which would transform the 
hidden life of the Church into a kind of State with its exterior 
authority. This would be equivalent to the abandonment of 


religion as such.” Such an Pe mere te inspired more b 


a liberal Protestant not:on of the Church than by the Catholic 
tradition, explains his refusal to accord to the Bishop of 
Rome ‘a position which separates him from the rest of the 
body of the Church, raising him to a height which makes 
him not simply the greatest, but of another kind’. We have 
seen the same fear of putting anyone ‘above the Church’ 
— by Bulgakov. 

e paragraphs written above on the Vatican Council 
make a more detailed reply to this unnecessary : in the same 
way that the bishops, members of the flock of Christ, are at 
the same time its shepherds and its representatives by a 
delegation of the divine Pastor, the pope, a member of the 
hierarchy, sums up and effectively unifies in the name of 
Christ. This plenary power, given personally to Peter and his 
successors that they might rule and watch over the flock of 
the faithful, is communicated by divine right to the body of 
the bishops, who collectively participate in its fullness. If 
it is still desired to follow Seplecay and conceive this relation- 


“ Messager, No. 5, p. 59. 
45 Messager, No. 5, p. 46. 





‘Sobornost’ or Papacy ? 175 


ship on the model of the inter-relation of the persons of the 
Trinity, the analogy from revelation may certainly be retained ; 
for the plenitude of the pastoral power resides equally in the 
pope and in the college of the bishops, of whose unity it is 
the form—remembering that there is order even in the 
ineffable exchanges in the heart of the divine Triad: the 
Father, possessing in Himself the plenitude of the divinity, 
does not reserve to Himself anything of its fullness, but 
remains nevertheless the origin and the eternal source of 
the other Persons of the Holy Trinity. 

This conception of a ‘priestly Fatherhood’ did not prevent 
Soloviev, whose mind is typically Russian, from defending 
the idea of a common Father of the Church, and his livel 
awareness of the principle of Sobornost, the ground of a 
his thought, was not for him an obstacle on the road which 
led him to the see of Peter and the effective recognition of 
the pontifical Primacy.‘ 

It is with this great name, the symbol and hope of a unity 
so greatly desired, that we would close this article. The whole 
of the thought, so rich and so concrete, and of the apostolic 
life of this great mystic were consecrated to the ideal of unity“, 
but his prophetic vision anticipated in time a day which is 
still delayed by the clouds of religious prejudice and human 
Ss Must we share his pessimism when, disillusioned 

y the failure of his efforts, he saw the reunion for which he 
so greatly longed coming at the very end of time, on the eve 
e glorious coming of the Kingdom.* We cannot resign 
ourselves to this when we begin to realize that the success 
of Christian evangelization to-day depends upon the unity 
of all Christians. What would not be the spread of the Gospel 
in a world which is thirsting for the contemplation of the 
face of God, if the charity and unity which we try to preach 


“* Cf. Viadimir Soloviev, L’idée russe, Paris, 1888, p. 37. For bibliography 
on Soloviev see his Lectures on God-Manhood with an Introduction by 
P. P. Zonboff, Dennis Dobson, London, 1948. 

“7 On the subject of Soloviev’s adherence to the Catholic Church, see 
S. L. Frank, A. Solovyov Anthology, p. 249 ff; and the critique of Prof. 
Frank’s account by Roland Hill, quoted in E.C.Q., Spring 1951, p. 67. 

“Cf. the fine thesis of Stremooukhoff, Vi. Soloviev et son oeuvre 
messianique, Strasbourg, 1936. 

“° One recalls the pathetic scene in the ‘Short Story of Anti-Christ’, 
where he imagines a reconciliation of the Churches in the persons of the 
Pope Peter, the Bishop John, and the professor Pauli, all faithful to 
Christ in face of the great Seducer. (Three Conversations : Intro. by Stephen 
Graham. Constable’s Russian Library, 1915.) 
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to others first became a reality in the great family of those 
who follow the name of Christ ? What in particular would 
not be the success of the mission to the East, now at the 
crossing of the ways, if the Orthodox, so zealous for our. 
holy religion, were to find in contact with their Catholic 
brethren the missionary fire which inspired St Paul to the 
conquest of the world, and to take up once more their march 
Eastwards which was so suddenly interrupted in the fifth 
century, in a field which promises such an abundant harvest ? 
In the last century the great Catholic Bishop Strossmayer 
was well aware of the great task waiting to be undertaken by 
Russian mysticism and messianism in the conquest of Asia.™ 
May our Lady of Kazan hasten, by her intercession, the 
fulfilment of this prophecy, and dispose the hearts of her 
faithful to hear the paternal voice of the vicar of Christ, 
whose appeals in the course of the last century have been 
ever more pressing as the tidal wave of paganism has swept 
forward ; so that in a not distant future, when a great council 
of the Catholica will have given the seal to the unity regained 
by the oblivion of all hatreds, the Church, gathering her 
strength, may penetrate with her leaven the whole human 
race, so that in the end it may become the Kingdom of God. 


G. DgjaIrve, s.J. 


5° Cf. his letter on Russia of 5th August 1886, preserved in the archives 
of Diakova (No. 878). This passage may be quoted: ‘hoc sub respectu 
magna certe missio et vocatio incumbit generosissimae Russorum genti, 
atque adeo Ecclesiae Orientis et quidem in totam Asiam, in vastissima 
Japanensium et Chinensium imperia, subinde autem in ipsas Indias. 
A divino numine certo est optimam Russorum gentem omnibus hisce 
paganis populis, gratiorem longe et acceptiorem esse quibusvis aliis 
populis, qui semet iisdem variis mediis, plerumque autem astutiae et 
egoismi artibus obtrudere satagunt. Verum enimvero, ut haec missio 
et vocatio utrique ecclesiae ex voto succedat et benedictione divina digna 
evadat, reconciliatione mutua, concordia et unitate absolute opus est’. 
(Quoted in Stremooukhoff, op. cit., p. 319.) 
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THE ‘FILIOQUE’ DISPUTE AND ITS 
IMPORTANCE 


In October 1947 the E.C.Q. held a Conference, ‘Concerning 
the Holy Spirit’, at Blackfriars, Oxford. The papers read at 
this conference were published in a Supplementary Issue with 
the above title in 1948. (Some copies are still in print at 35. 
each.) 

Two of these papers dealt with the question of the ‘Filioque’. 
One by Father Paul Henry, s.j., on “Some implications of the 
“Ex Patre Filioque Tanquam Ab Uno Principio’, and one by 
a Russian Orthodox, Professor Vladimir Lossky on 
‘Procession of the Holy Spirit in the Orthodox Triadology’. 

Because of the interest aroused in this subject, we are very 

leased to publish below a paper by a priest of the Orthodox 
rbian Church. 

This paper has already been published in the summer issue 
of The Christian East 1953, and our thanks are due to the 
editors for kindly allowing us to reprint it here. It must, 
however, be pointed out that certain statements concerning 
the Councils which are proper from the point of view of an 
Orthodox priest, we as Catholics cannot admit. But the paper 
as such is of the utmost importance.—TuHeE Eprror. 


tT is very difficult to speak about this old dispute between 

the Eastern and the Western halves of Christendom 
without pointing out straight away its great importance. 
There is a tendency to-day, both in the East and in the 
West, to present it as a logomachy of the old days, to use 
Fr Bulgakov’s term—as an obscure inheritance from the 
darkness of the middle ages—and simply to neglect it as 
unimportant. There are people in Church circles to-day who 
even do not know its meaning, or have never heard of it at all. 
At the same time Roman Catholic theology simply states 
that any opposition to the ‘Filioque’ is the ‘Greek error’, and 
there is no real problem in it at all, and it is not really important 
except for those who are devoted to special studies, or for 
practical questions of the Uniate Movement. There is nothing 
really new on the subject in Roman Theology since 
the Councils of Lyon and Florence,! except a few articles in 
which Roman Catholic writers express the view that a solution 
of the problem is really needed. But they are very few and 
exceptional. We shall speak of them later on. Otherwise the 
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whole tradition of the East concerning this subject is neglected 
in the West, and is often forgotten in the East itself. 

In the Anglican and the Protestant world at large there is 
little interest in the ‘Filioque’ problem, except for some 
valuable pieces of historical research in the last century, 
which we shall also mention later on in the course of this 
lecture. 

I myself think that such an attitude is not a sign of any 
— in theology or spiritual life, but its very opposite : 
t shows the ever increasing spirit of lukewarmness and 

indifference which is so threatening to Christianity as a whole 
to-day, especially in the face of the new and powerful spirit 
of materialistic religion which vigorously confronts us. 

The whole of this dispute, which began more than a 
thousand years ago, and has continued to such dates as 1947 
and 1950,” shows that there is something really important 
underlying it. 

It is our task to find out its meaning, and to try to give the 
real answers to the questions it raises. 

First of all we must look more carefully at its history, 
Usually it is limited to the East-West dispute itself. Although 
some writers on the subject mention earlier dates, they still 
consider its real beginning to be on that day in the seventh 
century when, according to St Maximus the Confessor, the 
Greeks reproached the Eetins for their use of the ‘Filioque’.* 

r sont og it is usually looked at in isolation from the 
historical and dogmatic background. Writers argue with 
each other, or try to find some solution, simply on one point 
—whether the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and the 
Son, or from the Father alone. 

In such terms, and in such isolation, it does seem a useless 
logomachy, and one‘feels that it is better not to think of it at all. 

ut it is not so. For we cannot and must not isolate it 
either historically or dogmatically. We all know very well 
how unscholarly it is to take a word or an expression out of 
its context, neglecting its broad meaning, and to be gt only 
one narrow point. If it is true of philology or general history, 
why is it not the same with theology or Church history ? 
We must be grateful to Fr Bulgakov, who first noticed that 
isolation and opened the doors for further investigation in 
his most interesting study on the Holy Ghost, “The Paraclete’.* 
But it is strange to see how he himself cannot escape from 
that vicious circle, and is bound by an isolation similar to 
that which he himself combats. 
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We have not time in this short lecture to present Fr 
Bulgakov’s theology as a whole. But we can outline his main 
ideas on the subject, which Professor Lossky describes as 
‘breach of equilibrium’.® 

It is false, says Fr Bulgakov, to think that God the Father 
is the origin or source, in the causalistic sense of the Greek 
‘aind’, of the Son and of the Holy Ghost, and that they are 
‘derivations’ or ‘duae processiones’ out of Him. There is no 
‘becoming’ in God, but eternal co-existence of the three 
Divine Persons. The scriptural words ‘begetting’ and 
‘proceeding’ only describe the modes of existence, “tpétroi 
Tis Orr wos’, and nothing else. They only mean the mutual 
relations of the Three in One, of which the Father is the 
first as God ‘par excellence’. Both sides in the dispute, he 
says, not excluding the Ancient Fathers, are wrong when 
they speak of the — of the origin of the Holy Ghost 
as from a cause. There is no cause or principium, in this 
sense, in the Godhead at all, and therefore, the main point 
of the dispute itself is removed: it is lawful to say both— 
‘Ex Patre Filioque’ and ‘tk pévor tod Matpds’. The whole 
argument of the Latins at Lyon and at Florence—‘ab uno 
ptincipio’ and ‘principium principatum’—on one side, and 
the Photian argument of the Greeks against ‘6Uo d&pyén’* on 
the other, are dropped. 

Speaking in both terms of ‘Ex Patre Filioque procedit’ and 
of ‘Ex udvou To TMarpds éxtropevduevov ’, Fr Bulgakov unites 
them in one, but isolates himself from the dogmatic and 
historical background both of the Patristic times and of the 
dispute itself. 

n this particular problem it is difficult to agree with Fr 
Bulgakov’s very interesting and philosophical, but at the 
same time very personal, arguments. If we are to speak about 
the ‘Filioque’ dispute as it was and as it is, we must first 
of all accept the main idea of all parties in it, based on the 
Trinitarian theology of the great Cappadocians on which 
they all unanimously agree.’ It is, of course, a matter of personal 
conviction either to believe it or not : but it is difficult to be 
a Catholic (which for us means ‘Orthodox’) and not to accept 
in faith the unanimous catholic tradition of the Church. 

The isolation of the ‘Filioque’ is really fatal. Since the 
bitter fight between East and West began, people have 
become, one may almost say, absolutely blind on this particular 
an And here we must agree with Fr Bulgakov, that the 
ack of love, which is always a gift of the Holy Ghost, and the 


c 
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existence at the same time of the spirit of Schism, which is 
always opposite to Him, made it impossible to understand 
and profess the real doctrine on His Divine Person for so 
many centuries. 

St Maximus the Confessor was in fact not the first to deal 
with the matter, but the last to speak on it without bitterness. 
And perhaps we shall find the key to the problem in that 
famous letter of his to the Priest Marinus, preserved by 
Anastasius the Librarian, and read at Florence. 

This letter is usually quoted by Eastern theologians for the 
sake the words in it, ‘Ita eum procedere fateamur ex Filio, 
missionem nimirum’,® and hence comes into existence a very 
large theological school of thought in the Orthodox Church, 
which explains all patristic texts, sometimes even those of 
St Augustine, with their terms of ‘61’ Yio’, ‘per Filium’, 
or ‘Filioque’, as referring to the ‘temporal mission’ only, 
and not to the eternal procession in any sense.® It appears in 
the ‘Circular Epistle’ of the Eastern Patriarchs,! so findin 
its way into present-day Greek theology, being introduce 
much earlier by Adam Zernikav" and accepted by the 
Metropolitan Theophanes Prokopovich of Novgorod," as 
well as by the Metropolitan Makary of Moscow :'* the same 
opinion was represented at the Bonn Conference in 1874 
and 1875,)* and was expressed in a very valuable study on 
the subject by Archimandrite Silvester,!® translated into 
German and published under the title, ‘Antwort auf die in 
dem altkatholischen Schema enthaltene Bemerkung von dem 
Heiligen Geiste’. The well-known Serbian dogmatist, Fr 
Justin Popovich, introduced this argument without any 
change or comment into Serbian dogmatics,’* and it was 
accepted by the Serbs without reserve so far as I know. And 
we still hear it nowadays at the Oxford Conference of 1947, 
and the Saulchoir Conference of 1950, though with some 
reservations. 

I do not think this is what St Maximus meant—at any 
rate not with such a sharp distinction between the eternal 
and the temporal as is supposed by this school of thought. 
Thus there came about a double isolation of the term— 


from its historical and its theological background. 

Another theological school of thought in the East, much 
more learned which was represented by the famous Bolotov?” 
in his Thesen uber das Filiogue published in Internationale 
Theologische Zeitschrift in 1898, was opposed to it. His and his 
followers’ opinion was that the ‘Filioque’ is not an impedi- 





The ‘Filioque’ Dispute and Its Importance 181 


mentum dirimens for reunion. That opinion was based largely 
on historical researches, and on the common reconcilin 
formula of St John of Damascus, ‘61 YioU éxtropeudpevov’,? 
which was understood in the Eastern tradition and accepted 
by the majority of the Orthodox delegates at Bonn.'® Such 
was the resolution of the Conference. But, as Palmieri stated it, 
the solution of the problem by the Old Catholics did not 
= the conflict on that ground between East and West. 

either of them could actually depart from their own teaching 
—the ‘Filioque’ on the one side, the ‘tx ydvou’ on the other. 
It seems to be irreconcilable : the Orthodox insist upon the 
“Monarchy” of the Father: the Son and the Holy Ghost are 
one in Him ; they are both from Him, and from Him only— 
tx ydvou Tol Tlatpds: the Westerns insist on the completeness 
of the Trinitarian relations—‘Filioque’. Here are two different 
approaches to the same problem of the Triune God. And 
both are > a important. But they exclude each other! 
The ‘per Filium’ seemed to be at Bonn (as much earlier at 
Florence) only a compromise. 

The Orthodox who accepted ‘&’ YioU’ were bitterly 
attacked by the other school of thought, and very interesting 
discussion followed for more than Soety eats. The Bolotov 
school was less isolationist, for it looked back to the ancient 
Church teaching. But it could not escape the isolation 
altogether. The problem was still being approached from 
the same angle—if not ‘Filioque’, nor ‘tx yovov’, then ‘per 
Filium’—which was, as a matter of fact, an obvious surrender 
to the Western tradition. ‘Le resultat de ces polémiques a 
eté nul—et aprés une lutte théologique de —— ans, la 
question du Filioque attend encore sa solution’, is the 
conclusion of the famous Roman Catholic theologian. 

The Right Rev. Cassian, bishop of Catania and professor 
of the Orthodox Academy of St Sergius in Paris, tried at 
the Saulchoir Conference to represent both these Orthodox 
schools of thought, insisting on the isolation of the eternal 
procession from the temporal mission in the New Testament, 
at the same time accepting the ‘&:’ Yio’ formula of the 
Fathers in its Bonn interpretation.™ 

At Oxford Professor v. Lossky, who defended there the 
Eastern cause three years earlier (1947), went on the same 
path much more theologically. He published a year later 
(1948) his ‘essai’ in French* where he tried to show the real 
meaning of the ‘8’ Yio’ avoiding the isolation of the 
‘temporal’ procession from the ‘eternal’ on the one hand, 
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and the acceptance of the ‘principium principatum’ (in any 
sense) on the other. But he could not avoid another thing : 
‘the clear distinction between the hypostatic existence of the 
Holy Ghost proceeding from the Father alone and His eternal 
shining forth from the Son’. The first, he said, was ‘hypostatic’, 
the second only of ‘one substance’. 

But then comes another difficulty: the sharp distinction 
between the ‘hypostatic’ and ‘substantial’ processions of the 
person of the Holy Ghost, even if we call it in Greek trpdeioiv 
or exAdytrer, makes Him to proceed in a much more double 
way than under the Latin interpretation of ‘una spiratio 
duorum’. And that was the reason why the Eastern theologians, 
like Zernikav (in spite of the fact that he himself was purely 
Western by origin), preferred to interpret that 51’ YioU tpofioiw 
as of a purely temporal mission. 

So we must go back to St Maximus the Confessor. But 
we shall not touch here upon the history of the whole problem 
in the West, especially in Spain, before and immediately 
after St Maximus, as it would take too much time. 

When the first objections were raised by the Greeks, St 
Maximus reconciled them with the Latins in a most marvellous 
way.** But when, a century and a half later, the matter fell 
into the hands of Charlemagne, even the pope, Leo III, 
could not altogether stop his initiative. The sad date of the 
Jerusalem trouble and of the Aachen Council of A.D. 809% 
is the real date of the beginning of the Schism. The later 
dates, 860 and 1054, are only the consequences. The ‘Filioque’ 
term became (probably very sincerely, as is usual in such 
cases of schismatical blindness) a sacred flag of the political 
struggle of the Western Empire against the Eastern. It was 
only natural that the irenic attitude of Leo III and of such of 
his contemporaries as Anastasius the Librarian, could not 
long maintain itself even in Rome itself and the ‘Filioque’ 
was subsequently introduced into the Creed even in the Papal 
Chapel, in spite of its having been so energetically forbidden 
by the pope himself ‘pro amore et cautela orthodoxae fidei’, 
as Anastasius informs us. The first Western theologian who 
made, at Charlemagne’s request, a collection of Patristic 
texts to defend the ‘Filioque’ against the Greeks—without any 
polemics however—was Theodulph, bishop of Orleans. But 


the following words of his speak themselves :— 
*‘Tuque manum injicias, vegetat quem Spiritus ille, 
Causa tuo cuius tempore coepit agi.’?’ 
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And his collection, half a century before Photius, was the 
real starting point of that isolation from Catholicism which 
was one and the same both for the Latin term in its conception 
and for the Church of the West as a whole. 

The subsequent history of the dispute in the West becomes 
ever more and more characteristic of that isolation. St Anselm 
of Canterbury in his De processione Spiritus Sancti contra 
Graecos,* and St Thomas Aquinas in his Contra errores 
Graecorum,” both speak in the same spirit and way: whether 
or not ? St Thomas, as is typical for the whole of his theology, 
especially in the De Trimitate and in the Summa, looks at 
this particular subject in his own peculiar way ; and hence 
came the classical Roman arguments of the ‘una spiratio 
duorum’ and the ‘ab uno principio’, as well as of the 
‘distinctio Spiritus Sancti a Filio’, taken from St Augustine, 
but explained in a scholastic way very different from that of 
the saint. 

And the enormous list of Western writers on the subject 
through the centuries, including Fr Paul Henry, Camelot and 
Dondaine of our own days, add nothing new to these classical 
arguments apart from more or less interesting personal 
explanations of it, or illustrious historical researches by 
Anglican and Old Catholic theologians such as Swete*! and 
Howard, or Dollinger, Langen and Reusch.* They all still 
keep the same spirit of isolation. How difficult it is to escape 
from it ! 

Still it would be true to say that both at Oxford and at 
Saulchoir considerable progress was made in this direction 
by the Eastern and the Western schools alike. But the main 
atmosphere was the same—‘Patristic talmudism’, as Dr 
Zander once described the Saulchoir Conference, where he 
was present. 

So we are now confronted with this isolation in the two 
following forms :— 

(1) from historical theology, in Fr Bulgakov’s fight against 
the opposite extreme, and 

(2) from the theological problem as a whole, in the dispute 
itself. 

It is impossible for us here, in a lecture which is only an 
introduction, to solve the problem at once. It needs a t 
deal more of research and proofs. But what we can do here 
is to define the following four questions, and try to give the 
answers to them :— 
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Why is the dispute so important, and wherein does 
its importance lie ? 

2) How can we escape from the isolation of the problem ? 

ts What is the real message of both, the historical and 

dogmatical inheritance of the Church ? 

4) Can the problem really be solved ? 

() ‘Filioque is a theological formula of great dogmatic 
and historical importance’, says A. J. Maas in the Catholic 
Encyclopaedia of 1910 edited in New York (p. 73). But he 
does not say that it is a problem of importance. There are 
no problems in the dogmas of the Roman Catholic Church. 
Yet Fr Paul Henry in 1947 goes further: he draws ‘not 
unimportant conclusions—concerning the possibility or 
necessity of expressing one and the same dogma by means 
of more than one set of metaphysical categories. On theoretical 
lines, it would appear that one dogma at least is officially 
expressed by the Catholic Church, united at Lyon and Florence, 
in two formulations which are not strictly equivalent or 
identical, but complementary. If this plurality of systematic 
expression is possible or even necessary for one revealed 
truth, it might not be impossible or unnecessary for other 
data of the one divine revelation. The much controverted 
dogma of the procession of the Spirit is not or should not be, 
as is generally thought, the main dividing line between 


Eastern and Western Christianity, but, paradoxically, their 
central, God-centred, uniting point.™ 
‘Le Centre d’étude Russe-Istina’, a Russian Roman Catholic 
Society, goes in 1950 even further than this: ‘La question 
de la Procession du Saint-Esprit 2 Fi/io n’a cessé de tenir une 
lace toma il est bien évident—qu’aussi longtemps que 


e probléme ainsi posé demeurera sans solution, toute 

rspective de liquidation du schisme d’Orient se trouvera 
ermée—dans le cadre de rencontres amicales périodiques 
entre théologiens catholiques et théologiens orthodoxes, cette 
question du Filioque est venue 4 l’ordre du jour’.® 

While the lukewarmness of present-day Christians generally 
simply refuses to notice the problem, there is a small minority, 
both in the East and in the West, who are longing to see it 
as ‘their central, God-centred, uniting point’. And the more 
they study, the more they realize its enormous importance 
not only for the dogmatics or ecclesiastical practice of their 
Churches, but for their spiritual life itself. 

Its importance lies first of all in the coming back to the 
Orthodox life of Christians in and with the Blessed and 
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Undivided Trinity, as revealed to the Catholic Church. We 
believe** that this revelation is everlasting, and the spiritual 
life of the Church in the Triune God was, is, and ever shall 
be, one and the same. We believe that all dogmatic definitions 
are only the explanations in words of some part of that 
mystical life ; translations into human logical terms of the 
supra-logical Divine World to which we are called. We do 
not accept the idea of the evolution of dogmas independently 
of the unique Eternal Life which is the only source of all the 
doctrines. The whole revelation is given us there; there is 
nothing to add to it: its wholeness is not in human terms, 
but in the Spirit Himself who is with us and in us, as the Soul 
of the Body, the Church of Christ. We believe that the solution 
of all the problems is already there ; we have only to accept them 
on our way to God, and in our obedience to the Holy Catholic 
and Apostolic Church, to her orthodox oneness and wholeness. 
Our Saints knew that solution very often without any 
theological training and without special terms, like St Seraphim 
of Sarov, but they knew it with much wisdom and under- 
standing. We believe that we cannot come to the genuine 
answers by study only, or by isolated logical terms in them- 
selves. The Fathers of the Church, and the Ecumenical 
Councils, were orthodox only when they obeyed that general 


rule. All their definitions, accepted as dogmas by the Church, 
were such only when they reflected that supra-logical 
everlasting spirituality—a posteriori and not a priori. 

We believe that the Divine Revelation on the nature of 
the Procession of the Holy Ghost is there too, eer and 


spiritually expressed by the Orthodox Church. We have only 
to come and to drink from her living waters. But we know 
at the same time that there is no dogmatic definition of that 
part of revelation made by the Church in words, just as there 
was not the ‘dyoovoios’ definition before the Council of 
Nicaea. And this means that the Revelation of the Holy 
Trinity—a revelation which was, is, and ever shall be, one 
and the same, and which exists in its fullness in the mystical 
life of the Church—has not yet been given its final definition 
in our human words, and we are still waiting for it. We 
deny the development of dogmas, but we acknowledge the 
development of definition. Without the definition of the 
nature of the relation of the Third Person to the First and 
Second, we cannot claim to have the Trinitarian dogma 
adequately defined in our words. The relations between the 
Father and the Son were, after a bitter dispute, defined by 
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the Church in words, historically in a very short time. It was 
then that the Deity of the Holy Ghost was defined, but nothing 
else. His Procession from the Father was taken literally from 
the Scriptures, without any explanation of its nature. Then 
the Christological questions emerged: and the teaching on 
the Holy Trinity was not then completed—the Filioque 
dispute later on was only the natural continuation of the 
Trinitarian problems of the first centuries. The process was 
interrupted on Christology for a comparatively shone time— 
some three or four centuries. The Iconoclastic dispute was 
in fact a pg aw one. And Christology itself was only 
one aspect of Triadology. It was, then, only natural that the 
real Ecumenical Councils, those recognized by the East and 
West alike, should stop there. The time had not yet come 
for definition of the main Trinitarian problem which was, 
and still remains, on the agenda. It was only mentioned in 
obscure terms by St Tarasius at the seventh Ecumenical 
Council,*? and became, as we see from Caroline Books, the 
occasion of the twelve-centuries-long dispute. A real 
Ecumenical Council could not be summoned in such a bad 
spirit of bitterness, intrigue and hate, to proclaim the truth 
pat the Spirit of Peace, Holiness and Love. And the Holy 
Spirit patiently waited for a change of heart. 

The Western part of the Church proclaimed her one-sided 
teaching as the necessary dogma for the whole Church : and 
that was her main failure. 

The Eastern part remained Orthodox, faithful to the ancient 
tradition and the ancient Creed, never presuming to proclaim 
as dogmas, in an ‘Ecumeniral’ Council, the extreme opinions 
of her theologians. She was waiting, and is still waiting. 

It is really worth noticing that a Roma: Catholic theologian 
can speak now in a manner so unusual for the Roman tradition 
as does Fr Paul Henry. It can only be explained by the words of 
‘Istina’—‘les rencontres amicales’. For the first time in the 
history of the Church, the ‘Filioque’ problem has been discussed 
by a small group of Christians in a really friendly way. Even 
the Bonn SE melane of Eastern representatives with Old 


Catholics and Anglicans were not so friendly and simple— 
for the politics of the Russian and British Empires were 
underlying them. But now both the Eastern and the Western 
theologians were meeting without any earthly aims. They 
simply wanted to find the truth in one and the same Spirit 


of Truth about that same Spirit. And His fruits immediately 
came forth. 
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It is difficult to foresee how important these fruits will be 
for the future of the Christian Church. Only the future 
generations of Christians, confronting the neo-heathen world, 
will know it. 

The Christian spiritual life cannot prosper without the 
spiritual, mystical solution of the ‘Filioque’ problem. It seems 
strange, but it is so: all genuinely holy men ewe A achieved 
it. It means that the inner Life of the Holy Blessed and 
Undivided Trinity, not in terms of words but in the Holy 
Spirit Himself, must be present in the Christian soul. Without 
intellectual understanding, without verbal lanation, he is 
aware of the main mystery of the Three in One and One in 
‘Three, the completion of which is the Third Person and His 
relation to the Father and to the Son. St Paul knew it. St 
Athanasius lived in it. St Basil the Great spoke of it. And 
St Augustine tried to express it in his Latin terms. They were 
not adequate : they were not complete : but they were a pious 
attempt to represent that which cannot be represented by a 
single man in its dogmatic simplicity and fullness. The greatest 
mistake of the Western followers of St Augustine, especially 
in Spain,** was that they accepted his personal Latin terms as 
the fullness of the dogmatic expression of the Church, and 
fell into one-sidedness. They failed to understand that only 
if we take all the inspired words of different Doctors of the 
Church, in their different languages, and combine them 
together, never isolating them either from their own general 
teachings or from the general teaching and history of the 
Church, can we have an adequate picture of that Divine 
Mystery in words. Such a picture, we foresee and hope, will 
come into the view of the real Eighth Ecumenical Council 
of the Catholic Church which some time in the near or far 
future—when God pleases, will define this dogma in infallible 
terms. 

The spiritual life of the whole Church is tied to the Mystery 
of the Holy Trinity, no less than is that of every Christian in 
the world. And that means that all questions of doctrinal, 
canonical, and moral importance are dependent on it. The 
‘Filioque’ problem is the key to them all. And neither 
ecclesiology with her ecumenical problems, nor eschatology 
in her theory and practice, can come to a solution without 
the clear expression of the Faith in the Holy Ghost and His 
eternal procession—which the Church has, and always has, 
in her heart. I do not think there is anything as important 
as that for all Christians in the world. 


D 
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(2) I do not think, after all we have said, we need spend 
much time on the second question. There is only one way of 
ree Be from the isolation of the problem—in love both to 
God and to men. If we speak about the Procession of the 
Holy Ghost remembering that it is not a ‘theory’ only, or a 
her of theology’, or an ‘idea’ but the very life of God—we 
shall immediately turn to Him and try to see without words, 
in prayer, what we long for. 

condly, we shall at once remember that our aim is not 
to combat and conquer each other, but to help each other to 
come as near as possible to what we want to see. 

And thirdly—in practice, in our theological researches, we 
shall not start from St Photius, or St Maximus, or even St 
Augustine, in terms of the East-West dispute, but from those 
Trinitaridn problems and writers which are so characteristic 
of the Nicene and even ante-Nicene times. 

(3) The real message of both the historical and the dogmatic 
inheritance of the Church will not be difficult to discover. 
It will show us that the main problem is not in the question, 
whether the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father alone, or 
from the Father and the Son together, or from the Father 
through the Son; nor in Fr Bulgakov’s question, whether 
the Father is the origin of the two other Persons, as the 
Catholic Church states, or not ; but in the question, what does 
procession (&xmrépevois) mean in itself, and what is its nature. We 
shall find the implicit reply to this in many writings of the 
Fathers, and that will be all we need. 


(4) I myself a believe that, if we proceed in that way, 


the problem can will be solved satisfactorily for the East and 
for the West, without any compromise and without any loss 
of the importance of the problem. It will be simply a further 
explanation in words of the main Trinitarian Mystery, in 
full accordance with the Orthodox Faith of the Catholic 
Church. But of course we cannot accept as dogmas any of 
the existing definitions except what was stated in the Creed 
at its origin by the second ecumenical Council at 
Constantinople in A.D. 381. 

The letter of St Maximus to Marinus will explain the real 
cause of all misunderstandings—the difference between the 
Greek and Latin languages, their words and expressions. 

All this means that our researches must be based on the 
three following scientific disciplines: (1) Theology, (2) 
History, and G) Philology, combined together, and on those 
connected with them. 
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One thing we can state already. The Holy Ghost is leading 
His Church towards the solution of the problem : and we can 
see, after the thousand years of darkness, its wonderful 
dawn. 


VLADIMIR RODZIANKO. 


NOTES 


1 Both of these were summoned to the See of Rome, the first in a.p. 
1274, the second in a.D. 1439, after diplomatic negotiations with the 
Greek Emperors, in order to establish the reunion of the Greeks with the 
Church of Rome. At these councils the official teaching of the Roman 
Church about the ‘Filioque’ was accepted as dogma. Largely based on St 
Augustine’s teaching, it stated that the Father and the Son constitute 
the one principium of the Holy Spirit, who proceeds ‘ab ambobus tamquam 
ab uno principio’. The Council of Florence, moreover, declared that the 
Greek formula ‘ex Patre per Filium’, was quite as correct as the Latin 
‘ex Patre Filioque’. Hence came the official Roman theology of ‘principium 
principatum’—i.e. that the Father is the ‘original principle’ of the Holy 
Ghost (St Augustine, De Trinitate, P.L. T. 42, cols 1095-1096 ; Mansi, 
Concil, t. XXIV, col. 81; t. XXXI cols. 1030, 1031 ; Palmieri, ‘Esprit 
Saint’ in Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, Paris, 1913, 813 ; Kohomsky 
Kristianskoye Chteniye, 1875, 298). 

*In October 1947 a Conference was arranged at Blackfriars, Oxford, 
concerning the Procession of the Holy Spirit, at which papers on the 
subject were read by Roman Catholic, Anglican and Orthodox theologians, 
1948. In 1950 a similar Conference was held in France at Saulchoir 
(Russie et Chretiente, 1950, Nos 3-4). 

*In his letter to Marinus, a priest in cay St Maximus defends the 
Romans for their use of the term (P.G. XCI, Col. 136). Anastasius the 
Librarian of Rome in the ninth century refers to this letter in Latin (ibid. 
133, 136). The passage was read by Mark of Ephesus at Florence (23rd 
Session). 


*Y.M.C.A. Press, Paris, 1936, p. 93. 

5 ‘L’équilibre entre l’essence et les hypostases est rompu . . . en faveur 
de l’hypostase’. Vladimir Lossky, ‘La Procession de Saint-Esprit dans la 
doctrine trinitaire orthodoxe’. Paris, 1948, p. 31. 

* The argument of Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople, who accused 
the Latins in his Mystagogia of introducing ‘two principles in the Godhead 
—the Father and the Son’. It is to combat this accusation that the Councils 
of Lyon and Florence introduced the formula ‘tamquam ab uno principio’. 
(Photius, ‘Adyos wep rijs rot aylov Myvedparos pvoraywylas’ P.G., CII, 
280-392 ; 300 airia:—ibid., 292.) 

7St Basil the Great, St Gregory Nazianzus, and St Gregory of Nyssa, 
who first introduced into theological language the term dria, meaning 
the ‘essential cause’, with reference to the Father as the source of the 
Son and of the Holy Ghost. 

*St Maximus, defending the Latins, said that the difference is only 
one of language : they translate by ‘procedit’ two different Greek terms, 
‘éxwopevera: and ‘rpdeo:’, the last one be intranslated back into Latin 
by Anastasius as ‘missionem’. Perhaps the Latins had erred simply on 
account of the limited nature of their language, ‘inasmuch as they employ 
the same term to denote the causation of His being’—says Theophylact, 
Archbishop of Ochrida, five centuries later. (Dr A. Neander, General 
History of the Church, Vol. VI, p. 421.) 
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®* The Greek Fathers of the first six centuries use the term ‘Through 
the Son’, and even ‘from the Son’, but never with ‘éxxopetera’. They 
always use ‘xpdée:ow’ or similar verbs. It seems that St Augustine and onan 
Latin writers used the ‘Filioque’ procedit’ in the same sense. The question 
is, what is the real meaning of that ‘rpéeow’. The theological school of 
thought we are speaking of thinks it to be temporal, and distinct from 
the eternal procession—the sending of the Holy Ghost by the Son into 
this world only. 

10‘Okrujnoye Poslaniye Edinoy Svyator Sobornoy i Apostolskoy 
Cerkvi’. Khristianskoye Chteniye, 1849, p. 168. 

141 Adam Zernikav, Studies on the Procession of the Holy Ghost (in 
Russian) Pochayev, 1902. 

12 ‘Tstoriya o iskhojdeniyi Sv. Dukha’. Moscow, 1773 

13 Macaire, Eveque de Vinitza (Bulgakov, later srietehaeetitesl of Moscow) 
st aitan re orthodoxe’ traduite par un Russe. Paris, 1859, 
PP. 391 

us The ‘Ola Catholics, after their secession from the See of Rome, were 
seeking reunion with the Orthodox Church and with the Anglican Church. 
On their initiative two theological conferences were held at Bonn in 1874 
and 1875, where the most eminent theologians from all national Orthodox 
Churches and from the Church of England, were present. 

18 Archimandrite, later Bishop, Silvester was a famous Russian dogmatist 
at the Church Academy in Kiev. Publ. St Petersburg, 1875. 

16 J. Popovich, Dogmatics, Belgrade, 1934. 

17'V. V. Bolotov was a famous professor of Church History at the 
Church Academy in St Petersburg. He took part in the Commission of 
the Holy Synod appointed for the reunion of the Old Catholics with the 
Orthodox Church, under the presidency of Metropolitan Antony, in a.p. 
1892. 

18 It was studied in connection with the teaching of St John of Damascus, 
by another representative of that school—Bogorodsky. 

18St Tarasius of Constantinople and St John of Damascus were the 
first and the last of the Greek Fathers to use the term ‘3, Yiod.’ with 
‘éxmopedera:’. It is difficult to say what they really meant by it. Bolotov 
and others thought it to re‘er to the eternal relation of the Holy Ghost 
to the Father and the Son, not as cause of His being, but as condition of it. 
Silvester and others thought it to refer to the temporal mission, like mpéeow 

2° Palmieri, ‘Filioque’ in Dict. de Théologie Catholique, Paris, 1913, p. 


2339. 

*1 Palmieri, ibid., p. 2335. 

22S. Ex. Mgr Cassien, ‘L’enseignment de la Bible sur la Procession du 
Saint-Esprit’, in Russie et Chrétienté, 1950, p. 125. 

23 Op. cit. 

*% Ibid., 32. That same argument was mentioned as an Eastern opinion, 
by W. Palmer last century (Dissertations on the Eastern Orthodox Church, 
Oxford, 1853). As a matter of fact it had its history in the course of the 
dispute : ‘Ce n’est pas un’dévelopment dogmatique’, mais une seule et 
méme tradition defendue sur des points differents par les orthodoxes, de 
S. Photius 4 Georges de Chypre et St Grégoire Palamas’ (Lossky, 32). 
Fr Bulgakov remarks about that tradition : ‘what actually that ‘eternal 
shining forth’ as distinct from the procession means is difficult to 
understand’ (“The Paraclete’, p. 134). 

25 We do not know exactly how he did it. His letter and its references 
and quotations are too short and obscure. But it is evident that he achieved 
it without any compromise or misunderstanding. The present problem 
of the ‘temporal’ and the ‘eternal’ did not exist at that time at all. Such 
a distinction is typical only of later centuries. 
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% The Greek monk John accused the Latin monks who came to 
Jerusalem from Charlemagne of heresy because of the Filioque in their 
Creed. These monks said it was the custom of the Emperor’s Chapel and 
wrote letters to the Pope and to Charlemagne, who used this as good 
excuse for accusing the Greek Empire of heresy at Aachen. 

The Caroline Books, however, reveal to us that Charlemagne was the 
first to make accusations of heresy—long before the Jerusalem incident 
and the Council of Aachen. As soon as he received the reports of the 
seventh Ecumenical Council, he wrote to Pope Hadrian accusing the 
Patriarch Tarasius for his use of the term ‘per Filium’ and not ‘Filioque’, 
and for his veneration of the images. The pope replied to him that this 
was quite orthodox, but he repeated his accusations after the Pope’s death, 
His purely political aims are evident. (Libr. Carol. III, 3; P.L., XCVIII, 
1117.) 

*7‘And do thou put in thy hand, who art quickened by that same 

Spirit 
Whose cause in thy time only begins to be moved.’ 

Theodulph, De Spiritu Sancto veterum Patrum sententiae quod a 
Patre Filioque procedit : P.L. CV (2), 239-75; 241. 

*P.L., CLVIII, 285-326. 

2 St Thom. Aq., ‘Contra Err. Gr.ad Urbanum IV’, Rome, 1880, 449-8: ; 
Palmieri, op. cit., 824 

®%E.C.Q., Vol. Vil, Suppl. Issue, 1948; Russie et Chrétienté, 1950, 
Nos. 3-4 

"HH. £. Swete, On the History of the Doctrine of the Procession of the Holy 
Spirit, Cambridge, 1876. 

*2G. B. Howard, The Schism between the Oriental and Western Churches 
with special reference to the addition of the Filioque to the Creed: London, 


1892. 
3H. P. Liddon, Report of the Conference at Bonn. (Dr Langen on Silvester’s 


book.) Reusch, Theologisches Literaturblatt, No. 21, 1875, Bonn. 

*% Rev. Fr Paul Henry, s.j. ‘On some implications of _ ‘Ex Patre 
Fils ue tamquam ab Uno Principio,’ E.C.Q., loc., cit., p. 2 

e question of the Procession of the Holy Ghost a *Filio has not 

dias to be of great importance. It is evident that so long as this 
problem is not solved, all hopes for the liquidation of the Eastern Schism 
will be found closed. In the framework of periodical friendly meetings 
between Catholic and Orthodox theologians, this question of the Filioque 
has become the order of the day. Russie et Chrétienté, loc. cit., p. 123. 

** In saying this I try to represent the belief of the Orthodox Church. 
V.R 


®” Thoredw els Eva Gedy Marépa wayroxpdropa wal els Eva Kipiov "Incoty Xpordy 
tov Tidy rob Oeod Kal Gedy judy-xal els 7d Mvedua 7d Eywv 7rd Kdpwr xal (worowiv, 
7d éx rod TMarpds 51 Tidv éxwopeviuevoy. (Epist. ad Summos Sacerdotes, P.G., 
XCVIII, 1461.) It was this passage that Charlemagne attacked so strongly 
in his letter to Pope Hadrian—the real beginning of the quarrel. 

** Concilia Hispana, Madrit., ed Garsia Lovisa. Kohomsky, op.cit. 
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THE EPISTLES, GOSPELS AND TONES 
OF THE BYZANTINE LITURGICAL YEAR 


(Continued) 
IV. 


THE COMPOSITION OF THE BYZANTINE EPISTLE AND GOSPEL 
CYCLE 


The chart which follows shows at a glance the construction 
of the annual cycle of the epistles and gospels of the Byzantine 
liturgical year. 

It will be seen that during Paschaltide Sunday begins the 
week and that from the Monday after Pentecost, Sunday 
ends the week. 

Originally the Holy Liturgy was celebrated on Saturdays 
and Sundays, and only later on the other weekdays. For this 
reason the epistles and gospels of the Saturdays and Sundays 
are the most characteristic—the others are later additions. 
In the epistle cycle on Saturdays and Sundays the more 
important letters of St Paul have priority. In the gospel 
cycle it will be noticed that the Gospel of St Mark is inserted. 


THE CELEBRATION OF SATURDAY AND SUNDAY 


The Jews dedicated the Sabbath, the last day of the week, 
to God and his worship, in remembrance of the ‘seventh 
day’ when the Creator rested from all his work (Gen. ii, 3). 
Although the first (Jewish) Christians continued to respect 
the ‘seventh day’ in thanksgiving for the Creation, thanks- 
giving for the Redemption became more important, and the 
celebrated the ‘Lord’s Day’ (Sunday) as the day on which 
our Redeemer rose from the dead to open the gates of heaven. 
In the east Saturday has remained a traditional and respected 
day. It is never observed as a fast day and even during the 
Holy and Great Fast the full liturgy is celebrated, though 
the other weekdays are a-liturgical, or hive only a Presanctified 
Liturgy. 


THE GosPEL Book 


The Gospel Book, containing the Word of Christ, is greatly 
honoured and revered and is kept in the sanctuary on top of 
the folded antimension on the altar. The priest begins the 
liturgy by making a large sign of the cross over the altar with 
the Gospel Book, which is carried out in the ‘Little Entrance’, 
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a solemn moment in the ‘Liturgy of the Catechumens’. The 
Gospel is solemnly sung by the deacon who is accompanied 
by two acolytes. When the antimension is unfolded Sistas 
the Liturgy of the Faithful, the Gospel Book is stood upright 
behind it. Its cover may not be made of animal skin but 
should be of cloth, gold thread, wood or metal—often 
embroidered, painted or engraved and sometimes richly 
ornamented with jewels. The Gospel Book has always been 
treated with the greatest respect and honour and on Sundays 
after the Gospel has been sung at the morning office it is 
venerated by all the faithful. 

The passages to be read are set out in different order in the 
Greek and Slavonic editions. 

The Slavonic edition gives the four gospels in the order 
followed in the New Testament (Matthew, Mark, Luke and 
John) with the numbers of the pericopes (passages to be read) 
in the margin. At the back of the book is a table for the annual 
cycle and one for the immovable feasts but only the number 
of the pericope and the name of the evangelist is given, not 
the chapter reference. 

The Greek edition gives the pericopes in the order in which 
they are to be read during the year beginning with St John’s 
Gospel at Easter. 

THE EPISTLE BOOK, called the Apostolos, is kept on the 
lectern of the ‘Reader’. It contains the epistles, the Prokimena 
(similar to the Gradual verses of the latin rite), and the Alleluia 
verses which precede and follow the reading of the epistle. 

It is customary for the Reader (a lay person) to sing the 
= standing in the middle of the church. In Slavonic 
churches he begins with ‘Brethren’ in a very deep voice and 


rises a quarter of a tone with each verse, ending on a high 
pitch. 


IRMGARD M. ve Vries, OBL., 0.s.B. 
‘Vita et Pax’—Schotenhof, Antwerp. 


1 The chapters, verses and rank, given in our preceding tables, are taken 
from the Vatican editions of the epistle and gospel books (in the case of the 
ranks according to Greek usage from the ‘Menaia’). 
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CONCELEBRATION OF THE HOLY 
EUCHARIST IN EAST AND WEST 


Il. CONCELEBRATION AMONG NON-CATHOLIC 
EASTERNS 


HERE is no doubt about the fact that in the separated 

Eastern churches the rite of eucharistic con- 

celebration is both well-known and frequent, but little 

can be deduced from the documents as to its actual 
nature in this or that particular church, and the authors are 
by no means agreed among themselves. 

P. J. Hanssens says that ‘Among non-Catholic Easterns 
eucharistic concelebration falls shorter of being sacramental 
concelebration than in the Byzantine rite: standing at the 
altar . . . at the most incensing the sanctuary and church, 
distributing Holy Communion. The concelebrants do not 
say the prayers with the celebrant, still less the anaphora 
itself”! 

P. de Puniet adduces the authority of D. Vansleb,? according 
to whom the Monophysite Copts admitted the concelebration 
of a newly consecrated bishop or priest with his consecrator, 
but that apart from this case they knew nothing of it. 
D. Vansleb describes a solemn Mass when it happens that ‘One 
ptiest assists another who is celebrating the liturgy, and the 
assistant, he adds, must neither consecrate nor bless the 
oblata’.* 


P. de Meester says without distinction that “The Oriental 
churches have everywhere happily preserved eucharistic con- 
celebration with other traditional rites’* and elsewhere : 
‘This tradition of concelebrating has remained intact’—and 
yet he himself concedes that “Nowadays Orthodox con- 
celebrants do not say the anaphora, which usage already 
appears in the fourteenth century in rubrical form in the 
patriarchal liturgies edited by Demetrius Gemisti’.5 

This departure from tradition, as P. Hanssens himself says, 
is, according to P. de Meester, ‘a severe blow to tradition’, 
but it is a departure which, however, not all the Orthodox 


1 Cf. Hanssens, Periodiza, p. 104. 

* DACL, Concélébration Liturgique, t. III, col. 2480. 

* In his work Histoire de I’ Eglise d’ Alexandrie, Paris, 1677, pp. 171-77. 
*Eph. Lit., pp. 36, 194-201. 

5 Ibid., pp. 148, 149. 
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have followed: thus Dositheus, patriarch of Jerusalem 
{sixteenth to seventeenth century), laments that all the con- 
celebrating priests do not utter the Words of Institution 
together at the right time, although, he says, ‘the Latins do 
retain this custom’. 

In spite of this the modern Greek Typica and handbooks 
withdraw the recital of the Words of the Lord and the prayer 
of the Epiklesis from the concelebrants.® 

Demetrius Gemisti is not the only one to deny simultaneous 
concelebration, but there is also Symeon of Thessalonica 
(fifteenth century) and Nicodemus the Hagiorite monk 
(nineteenth century). 

The matter is no better among other Orthodox : 

Rumanian Orthodox concelebrants perform the lesser 
functions alone and are excluded from the greater ; the same 
custom prevails among the Bulgarians. 

But the contrary prevails among the Orthodox Russians. 
In their liturgical books indeed very often nothing is said 
about simultaneous consecration of the concelebrants, but 
in the instructions provided on liturgical matters mention is 
made of the question and it is positively answered. 

There is a most precious Sadan ontifical document 
bearing on the matter, brought out in Moscow in 1902, and 
containing on page 47 the following rubric on perfect 
Eucharistic concelebration :? 

‘It is clear how fitting it is that the Words of the Lord: 
Take, eat and drink ye all of this, should be recited over the 
bread and wine by all the celebrants, conjointly, secretly, 
making one voice with the bis.1op, no one goin Spdose him 
a single word, or dragging behind him, but let all speak 
oaetlian with the same mouth. Afterwards (it is fitting) that 
they recite all together in secret over the discus (paten) : 
And make therefore this bread, and similarly over the chalice : 
And this chalice. . .”* 

The same is inculcated by Russian writers on liturgical 
matters : e.g. Clement Scalskij and Neciajev. 


* P. J. Hanssens draws this from the general rule set out there that the 
ekphoneses (to which belong the words of Christ also) are said by the 
concelebrants per vices, while the prayers are said secretly and at the 
same time by all. Cf. Hanssens Periodica, 17, p. 103. 

7 The same rubric is found in the Pontifical of the other edition : Moscow, 
1890, fol. 39. : 

® The liturgy of St John Chrysostom, manual for the use of the sacred 
ministers (in Russian) St Petersburg, 1902, pp. 58-61; cf. Hanssens, 
op. cit., 17 (1928), p. 105. 
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And so P. de Puniet concludes concerning the Slavs : ‘Les 
Slaves vont plus loin (que Grecs—ils récitent l’anaphore 
avec le prélat, sauf les paroles de l’institution) toutes les paroles, 
méme celles de la consécration, sont dites 4 mi-voix par les 
prétres, en méme temps que l’évéque les dit 4 haute voix’.® 

Why is there so much disagreement and obscurity in such 
a — matter as concelebration ? How is it that the Easterns, 
non-Catholics not excluded, adhering as they do with such 
tenacity to tradition, show us so many real difficulties as to 
the existence of eucharistic concelebration in early days ? 

I have adduced several primitive texts which seem to 
demonstrate the existence of eucharistic concelebration, but 
do there exist any texts, even if less primitive, which seem 
to exclude it? 

Yes. Moreover, P. de Puniet, in the article several times 
cited, although admitting that concelebration existed, 
unhesitatingly writes these words : 

Il serait aisé de multiplier les exemples, en rapportant les 
passages des auteurs anciens qué montrent clairement, que la 
pritre eucharistique était récitée par le célébrant seul au nom 
des assistants. 

And indeed quite a large number of documents are adduced 
by the authors, which deny or seem to deny the existence of 
eucharistic concelebration. 

Thus the pseudo-Denis in his Ezclesiastical Hierarchy says 
that the bishop alone formerly uttered the words of the 
anaphora, although all the clergy were present." 

Likewise, in the liturgical homilies of Narsai, the Syrian 
author of the fifth century, in which the solemn rite of the 
liturgy is described which the Nestorians used, it is asserted 
several times that the recitation of the prayers belongs only 
to the bishop or to the first celebrant, while the priests and 
the others must keep silence as do the faithful.'* 

Similarly, according to the Didascalia Apostolorum and the 
‘Apostolic Constitutions’, if a distinguished guest was present, 
the honour was to be paid to him of pronouncing the Words 
of Consecration over the chalice.'* 

*DACL, Concélébration, III, col. 2479-2480. 

1° Ibid. N.B.—Since the discussion of the epiclesis and their denial that 
consecration is performed at moment of pronunciation of words of our 
Lord, this whole question does not arise for the Orthodox. 

11 Brightman, Liturgies Eastern and Western, Oxford, 1896, appendix E, 
Pp. 4-8—89 ; cf. de Meester, op. cit., p. 152. 

12, R. H. Connolly, The Liturgical Homilies of Narsai, Text and Studies, 


VIII, 1, Cambridge, 1909, p. 4, pp. 11-12 ; cf. de Meester, ibid. 
18 Edit, Funk, II, 58 ; cf. de Meester, ibid. 
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But all this does not suffice. P. Hanssens has doubts not 
only about the value of many texts but he declares ail 
the texts to be insufficient, even those which I have cited, 
to prove that concelebration existed in the primitive East, 
even denying this explicitly in many places, or he declares 
that the matter is at least uncertain and cannot be resolved ; 
but to give some conclusion he says the following : 

‘It may be concluded . . . that from the fourth century 
until more recent times sacramental concelebration was 
not customary among the Orientals.’ 

For the letter of the Father of the Council of Ephesus to 
Celestine, the letter of St Cyril of Alexandria concerning 
Nestorius, the sermon of the Bishop Bassianus and so on, 
prove nothing conclusively, he says, because the words 
comministrare, communicare, partem habere, etc., and even ad 
mysteria admittere, in mysteriis partem habere prove nothing.'* 

On the other hand, P. de Meester concludes otherwise 
from the texts of Narsai, the pseudo-Denis, etc. cited above; 
he says that : 

“When the ancient authors speak of the silence of the 
concelebrating clergy, they mean nothing more than to 
emphasize the principal role of the bishop in the sacrifice, 
as if he alone performed the ceremonies prescribed by the 
rite, = as is prescribed in the Roman Orders of the 
— and ninth century for the Western Church.’!” 

e same opinion concerning the continual existence of 
eucharistic concelebration in the Eastern Church as I have 
noted above is held by all historians and liturgists. 

To form a judgement in the face of historians and liturgists 
of such authority is very difficult, but, if there is anything to 
be said, I think that from the above documents this con- 
celebration can be surmised, if not everywhere in the East 
indiscriminately, at least at certain times and in certain places. 


EuCHARISTIC CONCELEBRATION IN THE WEST 

I have observed that in the East there is a lack of primitive 
liturgical books with rubrics relative to the text. Likewise, 
in the West the liturgical texts often contain the prayers alone, 
and there are few ritual instructions of the kind which appear 

14 E.g., Periodica, 16 (1927), p. 210 ; 21 (1932), pp. 214, 215, 217, 218, etc. 

18 Periodica, 21 (1932), p. 215. 

16 Ibid., p. 214. 

17 Ephm. Lit. (1923), p. 152; cf. Ordo Romanus Primus, 48; P. L. 78, 
col. 958, N.B.—even to-day among Orthodox and Catholics the bishop 
or the principal priest says the prayers in a loud voice, the others quietly. 
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in the eighth century and afterwards. From this the authors 
draw various conclusions from the same texts and there is no 
universal agreement. 

Thus, according to John Morin and likewise Cardinal Bona, 
‘The Apostolic Constitutions’ Book VIII (Missa Clementina) 
describe the bishop celebrating surrounded by priests who 
pr cs with him both offer and communicate. 

n reality, however, the text is not so clear, although it can 
be concluded that the priests con-consecrated. This is the text : 

Let a subdeacon give water to the priests to wash their hands . . . 
Let deacons bring up the gifts to the bishop at the altar, and let the 
priests stand on either side of him, like disciples assisting their 
Master . . . Therefore, the pontiff is himself praying together with 
priests (&ua Tois iepetow ). Then the bishop : Lift up your hearts, 
and all: We have lifted up to the Lord . . . and the pontiff : It is 
truly right and just . . . and from then on is always said—/et 
the bishop say or the bishop says, etc.* 

In a similar way eucharistic concelebration is spoken of 
en termes voilés in the Canons of Hippolytus, in the Sacramentary 
of Serapion, and in many other places, and yet P. de Puniet 
pang sev that Nous avons de bonnes raisons de croire qu’a Rome 
elle existait dés les origines.® 

In favour of eucharistic concelebration the text is also 
adduced which is found in the Liber Pontificalis which speaks 
of Pope Zephirinus (198 >—z217 ?) ordering patens and glass 
chalices for priests assisting. 

Finally, there is the letter of Pope Innocent I (402—417) 
to the bishop Decentius in which it seems to be a question of 
the unla: fulness of the titular priests of the city of Rome 
offering the sacrifice except on Sundays unless it is with the 
Supreme Pontiff, but this matter is not quite clear and seems 
to deal (P. Hanssens concludes after a careful examination 
of this text) solely with the fact that the rural priests, outside 
Rome in virtue of their office and as it were by right celebrated 
the eucharist, while the others (the titulars at Rome) did so 
on behalf of the Roman bishop only, and therefore not in 
their own right. And yet to one who wishes to maintain that 
in this case true eucharistic concelebration is mentioned, the 
arguments of P. Hanssens cannot always be considered as 
conclusive.” 


18 E.H., Nos 601-13. 

4® DACL, Concélébration Liturgique, t. III*, col. 2481. 

2 Cf. P.L. t. XX, col. 551-61 ; de Puniet, DACL, Concél. Lit., tom. 
III*, col. 2474 ; Hanssens, Periodica, 17 (1928), pp. 121-22. 
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St Paulinus of Nola (died 431), so writes Uranius the 
Presbyter, when he was quasi profecturus ad Dominum, iubet 
sibi ante lectulum suum sacra mysteria exhiberi: scilicet una cum 
sanctis episcopis oblato sacrificio animam suam Domino 
commendaret.™ 

The text, it is clear, is rather difficult, for if he was already 
at the point of death he could not concelebrate. The sense 
seems to be that while the others were concelebrating he 
himself shared spiritually with them in the sacrifice ; how 
they concelebrated with each other is not clear in the text. 

ut if all these texts and many others are not so clear, the 

texts in the following Ordines Romani from the ninth century 
are altogether explicit and leave no room for doubt. And so 
P. Hanssens admits the existence of eucharistic concelebration 
in the West, but he does so rigorously only in so far as the 
texts explicitly permit, that is to say : 

(a) We have no certain document before the eighth 

century. 

(b) Five times a year as from the eighth century. 

(c) At the time of Durandus of St Pourgain (1270-1334) 

it did not exist at all. 

(d) It was the privilege of the Roman Pontiff alone to 

have concelebrants.” 

Besides the texts quoted above there are many others a 
few of which only we shall mention. 

Amalarius (=Amalhart, or Hamularius) of Metz (ninth 
century) says this: 

“It is the custom of the Roman Church that the priests 
assist at the celebration of the offering of Christ, and 
gene with the Pontiff by word and gesture they 
celebrate.’** 

The Ordo Romanus Primus gives the following rubric : 

“On feast days . . . The Cardinal priests . . . each one 
holding the corporal in his hand . . . when the Pontiff 
goes to the altar . . . they say the canon with him, holding 
the oblations in their hands and not upon the altar... 
and all together they consecrate the Body and Blood of 
the Lord, but only the Pontiff makes the Sign of the 
Cross.’ 


*1 Uranii Ep. de ob. S. Paulini, P.L., t. LIII, col. 860-61. 

*3 Hanssens, Periodica, 17, (1928), p. 127. 

%8 De Eccles. Offic., 1, lc. XII; cf. P.L. t. CV. col. 1016, b, c. 
Cf. Duchesne, Origines, ed. 5a, 480. 
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Something similar occurs in the Ordo of St Amandus 
drawn up in the eighth century, which describes, however, 
concelebrating bishops standing after the pontiff with 
bowed head while the priests are ordinarily on his right 
and left. 

In a certain pontifical of Apamaea in Syria of the year 
1214, written for the use of the Latin bishop and discovered 
there in the seventeenth century, there is express mention of 
concelebration after the bishop’s consecration. 

Pope Innocent III in his treatise de Sacro Altaris Mysterio™ 
under the title De diversis sacerdotibus super eandem hostiam 
celebrantibus, says : 

*The Cardinal priests used to surround the Pope and 
celebrate equally with him. When the sacrifice was done 
they received the Communion from his hands . . . and thus 
they themselves concelebrate.’ 

Likewise there are other texts besides the Pontifical found 
at Apamaea, and no one therefore denies that there existed 
in antiquity a full concelebration at ordinations. P. de Puniet™* 
says that the Summa Theologica ail, q 82 a 2) c'est le premier 
témoignage connu de l’usage actuelle qui veut les nouveaux prétres 


concélébrer avec le prélat consecrateur . . . and that méme il n’en 
est = westion dans l’Ordo qui servait encore a la cour pontificale 
au X1Ve siecle. 


Durandus of S. Pourgain even if he says that the use of 
concelebration had died out at Rome for a long time, never- 
theless, his Pontifical clearly prescribes concelebration at the 
consecration of a bishop an the ordination of a priest. 

Hanssens then admits that concelebration at the time of 
ordination came about in the Roman Church only between 
the eighth and twelfth centuries ; gradually but imperceptibly 
it passed from the Roman Church to the other Western 
churches of whatever Latin Rite, and it does not seem to have 
prevailed universally before the fifteenth century, but its 
use became common after the Clementine edition of the Roman 
Pontifical of the year 1596. 

But other liturgists and competent scholars in liturgical 
history conclude otherwise : 

‘No doubt that concelebration was practised durin 
twelve or thirteen centuries both in Papal Rome an 


% Book IV c. 25; cf. P.L. t. CCXVII, col. 874. 
26 E.g., Caeremon. Rom. Pont. of Piccolomini, 1516, ed. Christoph. 
Marcello. Venice, 1582 f. 15. 
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elsewhere, and even if its use was not universal yet there 

are documents testifying to it almost everywhere.’?’ 

Similarly, P. Baudouin says exactly the same and with him 
D. Martene, Cardinal Bona, Benedict XIV, and many others.** 

There exist many documents to show us that in other parts 
of the West especially in Gaul the most solemn rites of 
eucharistic concelebration prevailed, in the description of 
which their dependence on the custom of the Roman Church 
is clear, and this was still the case at the beginning of the 
eighteenth century, although the same rites disappeared at 
Rome at the turn of the fourteenth century. 

Nowadays, we all know, there is no _ eucharistic 
concelebration in the Latin Rite except in the consecration 
of a bishop and the ordination of a priest, which is shown 
in Canon 803 of the Codex of Canon Law. 

At the time of the efflorescence of Scholasticism as well as 
at the time of its decadence, theologians disputed concerning 
the lawfulness, validity, befittingness, and perils of eucharistic 
concelebration, and Cardinal Bona chided them severely in 
his work already cited for ‘piling up the most intricate 
difficulties’ .*° 

Whatever may be the case concerning this slender use of 
concelebration in the Latin Rite, all liturgists praise it with 
one voice in the Eastern Rite, and declare the great sublimity 
of its mystical significance. At the same time, while 
theologians have already arrived at clear and lucid conclusions 
as to liceity and validity of concelebration, these liturgists 
hope that this practice will be extended much wider, and not 
suppressed as some desire. 


GEORGE BRIANCHANINOFF. 


87 Op. cit., pp. 145-6. 
** Beauduin : Concél. euchar., Les Questions lit. et paroiss., 7 (1922), 
p. 285. Card. Bona, Rerum Lit., 1, duo, 1, I, c. 18, 9, Aug. Taur. t. II, 
pp. 21-2. Benedict XIV, Allatae sunt; cf. Bullarium of Benedict XIV, 
enice, 1781, t. LX, pp. 35-50. 
*® Rerum Lit., I, I c. 18, 9. Aug. Taur, 1794, t. II, pp. 21-2. 
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NEWS AND COMMENTS 


In view of the Church Unity Octave (18th-z5th January), 
we would draw attention to the Autumn issue of The Pils. 
In an article entitled “Towards Unity’ the Rev. James Hutton 
sets forth some considerations based on Anglican Papalist 
principles. We will give a number of quotations :— 

‘The problem of attempting to heal the breach between 
the Churches of Rome and England is no easy one. Neverthe- 
less, it is a problem which is becoming more and more urgent 
of solution.’ 

He then examines the English Roman position and then the 
Anglican position. 

er asserting that the Roman hierarchy can claim 
continuity through the Recusants, the author goes on :— 
‘From the outset, the Roman Church has claimed to be the 
Catholic Church in England and has consistently opposed 
Anglican claims to continuity with the pre-Reformation 
provinces of Canterbury and York’. 

Then referring to individual conversions he says :— 
‘Their cumulative effect over the years has not noticeably 
affected the Anglican fold. Quite obviously, this method of 
incorporating the Anglican Church into the fold of Peter fails 
to achieve the true objective, however successful it might 
appear in individual cases. 

ut the fact must be faced that, for the Roman Church to 
abandon this method in favour of an attempt to secure the 
corporate reunion of the Church of England would under the 
present circumstances, dernand her relinquishing her claim 
to be the Catholic Church in England with a consequent tacit 
admission that her hierarchy is intrusive. This is so patently 
unfair to a Church which has endured martyrdom for her 
fidelity to the Holy See that it is unthinkable to urge it as a 
necessity.’ 

Then the Anglican position is given. 

‘At the time of the Reformation, the bulk of the nation was 
Catholic but, in the reign of Edward VI, a small but powerful 
Protestant group constituted the Privy Council and with the 
compliance of the pliant archbishop, provided for the 
infiltration of Protestantism into the Church. Thus the pattern 
was fixed which has been in evidence ever since. On the one 
hand, a Catholic tradition has been preserved, prizing its 
ancient inheritance and endeavouring to captivate pookening 
Anglicans to its tenets. On the other, a Protestant element has 
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sought to impose its principles upon the Church. First one and 
then the other of these parties has been in the ascendant. 
In addition to this internal stress there have been outside 
influences which have sought to mould or use the Church for 
particular ends. Chief of these has been the state. 

At the present time, the Catholic tradition is represented 
by the Papalist and Anglo-Catholic parties. The Anglo- 
Catholic party, on the whole, would not be adverse to a 
reunion with Rome which did not demand submission to what 
it would regard as an ecclesiastical dictatorship of the Holy See. 

The Protestant element in the Church of England is 
represented, in the main, by Evangelicals and Modernists. 

‘Between the Catholics and the Evangelicals is a large 
Central or Moderate party—accepting the authority of the 
Prayer Book, it can be said to possess a sound basic theology 
which is expressed in restrained ceremonial. 

At present, the star of the Protestant group appears to be 
clearly in the ascendant . . . Ministers of non-episcopal bodies 
are invited to officiate in churches under the group’s control, 
every effort is being made to commit the Church to inter- 
communion in a pan-Protestant federation and, in keeping 
with the idea that the Church of England is, and always has 
been, a Protestant body, episcopacy, carefully divested of all 
theological meaning, is offered to non-episcopal bodies to 
promote their union with the Church of England.’ The 
writer continues : ‘It must be remembered that there are strong 
forces at work which favour the Protestant effort. To begin 
with, the realization of Unity has become so much a real duty 
that a refusal to countenance efforts to unite the non-Roman 
bodies can be immediately characterized as uncharitable. 
Further, sentiment rather than theology is apt to motivate, 
not only considerable sections within the Church and other 
religious bodies but, also, that vast body of people, indifferent 
to all forms of organized religion, which yet retains a hazy 
belief in Christianity as an ethical system. More important 
still, the efforts of the so-called Free Nations to placate 
Communistic states which do not see eye-to-eye with Moscow, 
bring them into opposition with the uncompromising attitude 
of the Papacy and a pan-Protestant federation could prove a 
useful political weapon. The State, in England, appoints the 
bishops and some other dignitaries. These, in their turn, have 
other important appointments in their gift and, between them 
all, they control practically the whole mr representation 
in convocation. A little reflection will thus show that the 
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Protestant party is in a singularly strong position. It will also 
show that, if it can secure support from that portion of the 
Moderate party which leans in its direction it can make a 
strong bid for the accomplishment of its purposes. The whole 
Anglican set-up must be kept in mind in any approach to the 
problem of reunion with the Holy See. Two facts stand out 
clearly. The first of these is that it is extremely unlikely that 
the Protestant element will acquiese in any union with the 
Holy See. The second is that under existing circumstances, 
if reunion is to be effected between the Church of England 
and the Holy See on any really representative scale, it must 
include Anglo-Catholics and, at least, a goodly proportion 
of the Moderates as well as Papalists. 

In any approach to reunion with Rome the formularies of 
the Church of England must receive consideration. The 
Papalist, as a rule, adopts the attitude that the formularies 
were forced upon the Church by the State and that the Church 
herself, acting freely, has never repudiated her ancient usage 
and customs. Consequently, his doctrine and practice is that 
of the Roman Church. This is a logical position and involves 
no disloyalty to the Church since it recognizes only spiritual 
authority as “lawful authority” in the Church and repudiates 
the claims of a temporal power to legislate in spiritualities. 
Nevertheless, the Papalist party is a minority in the Church 
of England, though its existence and views have an importance 
in the approach to reunion which must receive further 
consideration. Thus, if Anglo-Catholics and Catholic-minded 
Moderates are to be considered, the formularies which they 
accept have, obviously, a part to play in determining the 
character of any possible approach to reunion. Moreover, these 
formularies have stood for four hundred years and have had 
considerable effect upon the development of Anglican thought.’ 

The author, then, claims that these formularies, e.g. the 
Prayer Book, are capable of a Catholic interpretation. 

He also points out that ‘the Church of England is committed 
to an appeal to the early Church and the bible as interpreted 
by the Fathers. She is, also, committed to the acceptance of 
the first four General Councils. The Act of Supremacy of 
1559, in fact, recognizes them as standards of doctrine in the 
Church of England having equal authority to the canonical 
scriptures.’ 

e article is to be continued in the next quarter’s issue. 
We will certainly comment on it when it comes out. Here we 
have given as much of the statement as possible in the author’s 
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own words without comment of ours. This is sufficient to 
show the boldness of the line taken. 

We have called attention to it during the Church Unity 
Octave since there is very much to pray about here. 

For further information about the Anglican Papalists see, 
E.C.Q. Vols TV and V. We there summarized an article by 
Dr Thomas Holland that appeared in The Clergy Review, 
January 1941. There was a correspondence about it in the 
above volumes. 

* * * * 

We have reviewed two recent pamphlets, one coming 
from other Anglicans, with the special recommendation of the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, the other from the Free Churches. 
What these disclose should also be matter for prayer during 
the Octave. 


Infallible Fallacies by some priests of the Anglican Communion. 

(S.P.C.K.) 15. 6d. 

The temptation to be unkind or smart or slick in reviewing 
this little pamphlet is so great that one scarcely ventures to 
write. We do not want slickness either on one side or the other. 
We want a spirit of understanding, one of calm, one of 
sympathy. The pamphlet begins and ends on that note but the 
middle is more muddy water. 

On the Catholic side, nevertheless, it should be possible to 
examine this thing dispassionately, take out the essential, 
one might almost call them, grievances and attempt in all 
charity and clarity to explain what has been misunderstood. 

The chief misunderstandings in this pamphlet are the 
following ; and Catholics would do well to study the matters 
a fond. One cannot possibly do so here. 

1. Anglican Orders. We might explain also that this 
question does not make a ha’pence of difference to the main 
problem of heresy indeed of heresies within the Anglican 
Communion and the consequent break from oneness with 
Christ and his Church. 

z. We should clear up the muddle as to whether the 
Anglican Church is the continuation of the medieval Catholic 
Church, of the Celtic Church, or of neither. 

3. We must find some way of showing that the develop- 
ment of doctrine is both inevitable, necessary, and 
wonderful. 

4. We must show how this occurs even with the doctrine 


of the Papacy. Cotumsa Cary-Etwes, 0.5.3. 
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The Pope’s Men by Nathaniel Micklem, p.p., Lu.p. Pp. 24 

(The Independent Press Ltd) 1s. 

Dr Micklem’s name is familiar to readers of E.C.Q., and it 
is interesting and useful to know how a Congregational 
minister of his standing sees the Catholic Church. ut the 
value of this pamphlet goes beyond that : it gives om ager 
to the opinions, feelings and fears of large numbers of 
Protestant (and ‘uncommitted’) people in this country. Few 
of them perhaps have the knowledge and experience that 
enables Dr Micklem to appreciate and admire certain aspects 
of the Church, or to distinguish as he does between ‘Puritan 
temper and Protestant doctrine’, and to suspect ‘a serious 
failure in [Protestant] thought and imagination’ about our 
Lady : but the unfavourable criticisms and judgments which 
are his main concern are certainly those of many ‘ordinary’ 
English men and women. 

There can be no question here of analysing what Dr Micklem 
has written or of discussing the very varied matters to which 
he refers. They range from things about which Catholics must 
hold him to be quite mistaken to things about which we must 
admit there is some room for discussion. But taking it as a 
whole, Catholics cannot read The Pope’s Men without alarm 
and distress. Dr Micklem and many who agree with him are 
men of goodwill, in charity seeking the truth about these 
things. How comes it that some of their ideas about the 
Catholic Church are so distorted or exaggerated ? 

I cannot get it out of my head that one reason is in ourselves. 
I have a painful conviztion that an examination over a period 
of the Catholic press, of the public (and private) cb and 
deeds of individual Catholics, clerical and lay, would, as well 
as producing plenty in flat contradiction of Dr Micklem’s views 
(as he admits himself), also provide much that could be used 
in support of them. This consideration by no means exhausts 
the questions raised by Dr Micklem’s mistakes and 
exaggerations, but it surely merits some attention. 

“We can only meet the Roman menace’, writes Dr Micklem, 
‘a real menace which I would not minimize, by an enlargement 
of our hearts, by a quickening of our understanding, and a 
deepening of our religious life . . .? An enlargement of the heart, 
a quickening of the understanding and a deepening of the 
religious life of us Catholics could help remove the sense of 
menace from Dr Micklem and those for whom he has written. 


DonALD ATTWATER. 














Recent Publications 209 


INDIA 

Cardinal Tisserant visited India in December specially in 
connection with the Catholics of the two Syrian rites. He was 
the bearer of the relics of St Thomas the Apostle which are 
being returned to South India. 

ere will be more of this in a future issue. 

A small pamphlet on the cardinal has been brought out by 
Very Rev. C. R. Mattom with a foreword by Mar Severios. 
It is published at St Joseph’s Printing House, Tiruvalla. 

* * * * 


E.C.Q. 

In 1954 the articles on The Epistles, Gospels and Tones of 
the Byzantine Liturgical Year, will be reprinted under one 
cover and sold at 2s. 6d. each. 

Father Basil Krivoshein’s articles on The Ascetic and 
Theological Teaching of Gregory Palamas may not be ready before 


the end of 1954 or 1955. 
~ * 
CorRECTION 


The new address of the organization of the “Jeremia Valahul’ 
Christian Unity pilgrimage is Via Rasella 16a, Rome, and not 
7 Piazza S. Maria Maggiore. 


RECENT PUBLICATIONS 


Les douleurs de la deuxiéme naissance. Par Y Archimandrite 
Bonteano. Pp. 242 (Librairie Plon, Paris) frs 480. 

Theodosius (Basil) Bonteano was born in a Rumanian 
village about the year 1895 and was brought up in a milieu 
which knew only one sort of Christianity and one Christian 
church (more ‘sophisticated people define it as Eastern 
Orthodox). He records the shock with wh‘ch, at the age of 
fourteen, he first learnt the existence of other kinds of 
Christians, notably Catholics, and that unexpected initiation 
into the divided state of Christendom may be said to have 
governed the rest of his life. He received the monastic habit 
on Mount Athos, and in due course was ordained and became 
superior of several monasteries in his own country, where 
he was passionately concerned to raise the level of monastic 
life. He learned more about the Catholic Church first-hand 
in France and Germany, and some of the most interesting 
pases in this book describe the deep —— made on him 

y certain monasteries of monks, Black and White, and of 
Carmelite nuns, both on account of the life led therein and of 
the courteous hospitality and understanding he received from 
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them, on one occasion for many months. Already in 1934 he 
made a written declaration of his belief in the whole faith of 
the Catholic and Roman Church, but he did not come formally 
into communion for over two years after, at the Basilian 
monastery at Bixad in Transylvania. Ten years later the 
Communist government suppressed the Catholic church of 
Byzantine rite in Rumania, and Father Bonteano was killed 
in a railway accident while trying to leave the country in the 
same winter. 

This is a book of quite unusual interest, especially for what it 
relates from the insidle about the Rumanian Orthodox Church 
before the last war, and the ‘Romeward movement’ that 
existed within it. Three years before his reconciliation, 
Archimandrite Bonteano was commemorating in the Liturgy 
‘the blessed father Pope Pius XI, patriarch of Old Rome and 
supreme head of thy Church on earth’ ; and he was far from 
being the only Rumanian Orthodox priest who did this. 

D.A. 


Le origini della gerarchia della chiesa Copta cattolica nel secolo 
XVIII by Angelo Colombo. Pp. xv + 253 (Pont. Institutum 
Orientalium Studiorum, Rome) lire 3500; $6. 

Books of reference tell us that the present Coptic Catholic 
church in Egypt had its origin when a bishop of the dissident 
church, Anba Athanasius, was reconciled about the year 1740. 
But it was not so simple as that, and it has not been easy to 
find out what really did happen. That difficulty has now been 
met by Father Angelo Colombo, in No. 140 of the Orientalia 
Christiana Analecta. After an introduction on the politico- 
economic and religious state of Egypt in the eighteenth 
century, he tells the story of Anba Athanasius from his 

rofession of faith in 1739, through his ‘tergiversazioni’ and 
crescenti difficolta’ until his death in schism in 1750 ; and the 
second half of the book consists of the text, in Italian or Latin, 
of forty documents in the case. 

It need hardly be said of a work published by the Oriental 
Institute that it is of a high level of scholarship, documented at 
every point, and a very valuable study for a raves F8 the 
Church in Egypt in more recent times. Father Colombo 
concludes that Anba Athanasius was ‘by nature a good man, 
who loved truth, but his character was weak’, and he lacked 
the resolution that the times needed. But he was a figure not 
lacking in significance, who at a less difficult period might 
well have had a much happier history. D.A. 
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t? ey Revelation by Nicolas Berdyaev. Pp. 153 (Geoffrey 
Bles) 155. 

This book was finished in 1947, and Berdyaev died in the 
March of 1948 while he was working on The Realm of Spirit 
and the Realm of Casar. He tells us in his introduction to 
Truth and Revelation that, ‘this book puts forward a 
reconsideration of the fundamental problems of Christianity 
in the light of spirit and truth. I have made such a revision 
all my life, but 1 wish now to do it more systematically and 
at greater depth.’ 

this book Berdyaev stands out as an existentialist 
philosopher, yet, always, on the side of Christianity, though his 
thought is often at variance with traditional Christian thought. 

Berdyaev gives us a religious philosophy but makes no 
claim to be a theologian. As he tells us in his autobiography, 
he had few childhood memories of traditional Orthodox 
beliefs. Yet he says ‘that the Moscow period (of his life) 
coincided with a serious attempt on my part to study, and to 
relate my thinking to the theological tradition of the Orthodox 
Church’. Khomyakov spon to him, and among the Fathers, 
Origen, St Gregory of Nyssa, and Isaac the Syrian. 

To quote Ba, we again : ‘I cannot, in all conscience, call 
myself atypical “Orthodox” of any kind ; but Orthodoxy was 
nearer to me (and I hope I am nearer to Orthodoxy) than either 
Catholicism or Protestantism. I never severed my link with 
the Orthodox Church, although confessional self-satisfaction 
and exclusiveness are alien to me.’ (Dream and Reality, p. 177). 

With this background we can briefly speak of the book. 
The message in this book is not new, it has been embodied 
and developed in more detail in his previous works, but here 
it has the force of a last message and should be treated as such. 
However, we can but only fadicate some lines of his thought. 

First then let us take Truth. For Berdyaev, “Truth is primary, 
not derivative, that is to say it is not conformity with something 
else. In its ultimate depth Truth is God and God is Truth’ 
(p. 22). And again : “Truth is communal, that is, it postulates 
a sense of community and brotherhood among men. But such 
community and brotherhood easily degenerates into a 
compulsory authoritarian collectivism in which Truth is 
represented as coming from outside and above, from the 
collective organ. There is an absolute difference between the 
life of community on the one hand and collectivism on the 
other. The former is a brotherly communion in Truth on the 
part of human beings whose freedom is an accepted fact. 
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Collectivism on the other hand is a compulsory organization 
of the community, it is the recognition of the collective as a 
special kind of reality which stands above human personality 
and oppresses it by its authority. Community life is the effective 
realization of the fullness of the free life of personalities. In the 
religious life this is indeed sobornost which always takes freedom 
for granted. Collectivism on the other hand is the degeneration 
and disfigurement of human thought and conscience, it 
is the alienation of thought and conscience, it puts man 
into subjection to a fictitious and unauthentic reality. This has 
a very important bearing upon the understanding of the part 
which Truth plays in the life of men in general as well as in 
their religious life. To community life Truth can be revealed, 
and as Khomyakov thought it can be revealed to love. But 
it cannot be revealed to collectivism. The standard of what is of 
profit to any kind of collectivism is one of falsehood rather 
than of Truth. In this way the revelation of Truth has been 
distorted’ (p. 25). 

Here Berdyaev identifies himself with the teaching of 
Khomyakov on Sobornost. This is of value in this age of 
Collectivism but it is not a complete exposition of Truth. 

Now we will turn to Berdyaev’s conception of God- 
Manhood, which is the basis of all | his philoso ey and underlies 


nearly all his books, Vladimir Solovyov, before him, had 


thought on these lines but in a somewhat different manner. 

In the chapter on ‘New forms of Godlessness’, we read 
this: ‘Present-day philosophers often deny God and the 
divine because they imagine him as an objective being who 
stands above men and lords it over them. Human creativeness 
itself is divine-human creativeness, and the worth and dignity 
of man are due to the fact that the divine is imaged in him. 
If these were not in man that divine element which lifts him 
up above nature and society, he would be wholly determined 
by nature and society and could not be regarded as a free and 
creative being’ (p. 94). 

We will end by quoting from one of Berdyaev’s disciples, 
Dr E. Lampert ; he explains the above from the side of man— 
‘God-Manhood is the call to mankind to manifest the image 
of the Creator in human life. Man is a creator, in virtue of his 
divine-human (theandric) nature and of the image and likeness 
of God in him. This is the ontological and ethical basis of 
Berdyaev’s teaching about man. And he takes on the task of 
discovering, defining and justifying the image of the Creator 
in man’ [Berdyaev and the new Middl Ages, p. 45, 46]. 
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We might have selected other passages—passages more 
open to criticism and there are plenty of them in his works, 
but we chose some that show some dependence on Russian 
Orthodox tradition. 

We have at the beginning stated his loose connection with 
the Orthodox Church and yet though it would be very 
misleading and quite untrue to call him a modern leader of 
Orthodox thought, we feel that his Russian background and 
that part of the Orthodox tradition that he e his own 
{mentioned above] have definitely influenced his Christian 
outlook. He has indeed been a stimulating intellectual guide 
to thousands and he will be counted among the great 


existentialists. 
Dom Breve WINsLow. 


Jewish Ethics by Israel Mattuck. Pp. 145 (Hutchinson’s 

University Library) 8s. 6d. 

This is a valuable addition to this excellent series and 
within the limitations which are inevitable in such a small 
volume, serves as a sound basis for further and comparative 
study. The book is notably free from sectional prejudices, 
although emphasis is justifiably placed on the ‘liberalistic’ 
attitude of traditional ethics ; nor is there any attempt to set 
up any tenet of Judaism as superior to those of other religions. 
The author has well fulfilled his introductory purpose, not to 
laud, but to expound Jewish ethics. 

The sition moves lucidly through stages, commencin, 
with the basis (the Law in its pre-eminence, obedience to it 
and interpretation of it), so that in the first place ‘ethical 
injunctions with authority’ are just ‘commandments of his 
Law’ ; then on to discussion of the motive of ethical behaviour, 
love of God ; and then branching out into the Jewish attitudes 
towards Social problems and the Family, together with 

eneral instructions as to good deeds and the living of the 
Good Life and the Religious Life, which are clearly differenti- 
ated. The Religious Life is the Good Life led for the Love of 
God, that men may draw near unto him. From the secular 
point of view this distinction does not impress convincingly 
since so many of the ethical injunctions seem to be completely 
in accord with secular, ‘enlightened’ views, and the addition 
of the word ‘religious’ in this context appears to add no 
practical value to the goodness of righteous human behaviour. 

Throughout the discussion—and Rabbi Mattuck has 
summarized the rather tortuous discussions of the Rabbinical 
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Schools and literature with admirable lucidity, there is a 
tendency to separate legal and ethical justice rather too sharply. 
The author writes ‘Legal justice is much concerned with 
the rights of property; ethical justice is largely concerned 
with the rights of persons’ ; and the superiority of personal 
and individnal rights is stressed throughout the discussion 
of governmental and social dealings. The author admits the 
problem of ethical action in the Welfare State and puts the 
need for a religious formula to determine the role of personal 
charity ; but Jewish ethics, like other moral codes, can do no 
more than wait and see. 

Theological points in the book will cause a great deal of 
interesting discussion amongst thinking people of all 
denominations, particularly over the Jewish insistence that 
the Kingdom of God is attainable on earth, that the body on 
earth is united with the soul and is not inferior and sinful, 
the denial of the theory of original sin and the assertion of 
the individual’s right to judge moral questions (while retaining 
the absolute religious mo nandead the Jewish attitude to 
sex and marriage—these and many other questions, will 
prove the main virtue of this book, not as an exhaustive 
survey, but as a stimulant to thought and discussion by all 
those interested in social studies. 

(Rev.) B. Lanpau. 


Documents Illustrating Papal Authority, A.D. 96-454. Edited 
and an introduction by E. Giles. Pp. 330 (S.P.C.K.) 175. 6d. 
One wonders whether any of the compilers of Infallible 

Fallacies had ever read through the pages of this k! 

If so, they have forgotten what vod read, but perhaps they 

e 


are inveterate axe-grinders as Mr Gi 
and Dom John Chapman were. 

This is a most important book published under the patronage 
of the Church of England. The editor says in his introduction, 
after having referred to the quoting of the Fathers in both 
Roman Catholic Claims and Dom Chapman’s retort, Bishop Gore 
and the Roman Catholic claims, the chief excuse for his book is 
that extracts from the Fathers when seen in their context, so 
often give a different picture from that which they give when 
anaal briefly by controversial writers. 

Mr Giles has set himself an exacting task, he has produced 
a most useful book of reference. Not only that, but with his 
linking notes and the mass of documents quoted he gives us 
the feeling of the period. It is out of such material that Cardinal 


s says both Bishop Gore 





Recent Publications 


Newman’s development of Christian doctrine can be applied 
with good effect in regard to the papal claims. It is a frank 
facing of the historical facts. While the editor would have us 
bear in mind that the text of his book is our Lord’s own 
prayer “That they all may be one’. Dom Breve WInsLow. 


Ancient Christian Writers, Vols XV1 and XVII. (Westminster, 
Maryland; The Newman Press. London; Longmans) 
255. each. 

Vol. XVI. St Irenaeus, Proof of the Apostolic Preaching. 
Translated by Joseph P. Smith, s.j. 

Vol. XVII. St Patrick, Works. Translated by Ludwig Bieler. 

nee Tertullian, Tract on the Prayer, Latin Text 125. 6d. 

t Augustine, Enchiridion. 15s. Both are translated by 

Ernest Evans. 

St Irenaeus is one of those Fathers whose thought is basic 
for any future neopatristic synthesis, so we welcome the 
choice of the editors of the series in giving us this translation. 

The actual translating and editing of this particular book 
was no easy matter as the only existing MSS. is that of an 
Armenian text. The finished work, has besides forty-four 
pages of introduction, some 102 pages of notes. It is a work of 
scholarship. 

The Works of St Patrick. St Patrick was not a man of letters. 
Whatever he wrote was wrested from him by the circumstances 
of his life and the demands of his office. His works are here well 
edited : copious notes, index, with an introduction of twenty 


pages. 

There is no question here but that the saint and his Irish 
mission was in communion with the Church of Rome. 

The S.P.C.K. continues its splendid work of es 


tristic texts. The two before us are translated by Canon 

rnest Evans. 

The first of these is another of Tertullian’s works. This 
is the Tract on the Prayer. Dt Evans gives us the Latin text with 
a translation by its side, notes, and an index of scriptural and 
other references. No pains are wanting in producing a critical 
edition. 

His second book is a translation of St Augustine’s Enchiridion. 
In this St Augustine gives us a view of the Christian faith and 
practice as a whole. The introduction contains not only an 
account of this work but also a survey of all the Saint’s works. 

K.F.E.W. 
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The Byzantine Liturgy, Fordham Russian Center, Fordham 

University, New York. Pp. 78. n.p. 

This is an English translation of the Liturgies of St John 
Chrysostom and St Basil the Great brought out by Father 
Clement C. Englert, c.ss.R. 

There is a good introduction explaining the rite. The book 
is well printed, the rubrics in zed, and the ‘proper prayers’ etc. 
of St Basil are placed in an appendix. A red letter placed by the 

tayer indicates its position in the corresponding part of the 
iturgy of St John ie Pinan One would have thought that 
the liturgy of the Presanctified might have been added too. 

In the introduction Father- Englert says that the word 
Aoyixt) in the phrase tiv Aoyixtv TauTny etc. is very difficult 
to translate by any single English word. In his text he translates 
it ‘spiritual’, This is the only English translation of the 
Epiclesis where I have seen it so translated—the usual word 
given is either ‘reasonable’ or ‘rational’. 

But further on the translation of MetaBaAav to TTveuperti 
cou T@ &yiw by ‘having changed them by Thy Holy Spirit’, is more 
open to criticism. All the English translations, both Catholic 
and Orthodox, I have seen, including an American-Rumanian 
one and that of De Meester which is referred to in the intro- 
duction have ‘Changing’ or ‘Transmuting’ ; there is a difference. 

But the book on the whole is excellent. If this is an example 
of what we may expect from the Russian centre we look 
forward to more. Dom Bepe WInsLow. 


La divine Liturgie de . . . Jean Chrysostome. Edition abrégée. 
a 32 (‘Vita et Pax’, Antwerp) n.p. 
his is a handy well-arranged ‘help’ 
giving in French the text of those fixed 


to the Byzantine Mass, 
parts that are sung aloud, 
with key-words in Greek and Slavonic, transliterated. The 
prayers are translated from the Greek Hieratikom, published 
at Rome in 1950, with Slavonic divergences noted. D.A. 
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